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LONDON, NOVEMBER 26, 1870. 
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THE Vacancy in the office of the Taxing Masters in 
Chancery occasioned by the death of Mr. Hume has been 
filled up by the appointment of Mr. Leman, Chief Clerk 
to Vice-Chancellor Bacon, who was for many years Chief 
Clerk to Vice-Chancellor Wood. Mr. A. Rawlinson has 
been appointed Chief Clerk to Vice-Chancellor Malins, in 
succession to Mr. Edwards, who has resigned. We un- 
derstand that the vacant county court judgeship (Essex, 
vacated by the death of Mr. Gurdon) has been given to 
Mr. Charles Edward Coleridge, of the South Wales Circuit. 





SPEAKING oF THE Law Reports Digest a few months 
ago, we noticed the common opinion that “it is next to 
impossible to find anything in it.” In the American 
Law Review of the current quarter we find the following 
remark on the subject :—‘‘The opinion of those 
who take the Reports on this side of the water is that 
it does not compare well with the other work of the 
Council. It is impossible to find anything in it.” It 
seems, therefore, that the American lawyers endorse the 
opinion of the cis-Atlantic ones, the only difference being 
that the American Law Review puts ita little stronger 
than we did. It isa great pity that this Digest should 
have been compiled upon a principle which renders it 
impossible for the practitioner to assure himself that he 
has exhausted the cases on the point he has to in- 
vestigate. 


THE NEW Stamp Act makes but one alteration in 
the ad valorem duties on mortgages, and that is that 
whereas at present the lowest ad valorem stamp is ls. 3d., 
which covers a mortgage debt not exceeding £50, the 
lowest ad valorem stamp under the new Act is 8d., which 
covers a mortgage debt not exceeding £25. But the new 
Act.makes a sweeping change in the stamps on further 
assurances, further securities, and reconveyances. At 
present the duty on a deed of further assurance of pro- 
perty mortgaged by a deed which has paid ad valorem 
duty, a deed of further security for money already 
secured by a deed which has paid ad valorem duty, and 
a reconveyance or renunciation of the benefit of any 
mortgage security, is, if the sum secured by the mort- 
gage does not exceed £1,400, the same as that upon the 
mortgage itself, and if the sum secured exceeds £1,400, 
then the duty is £1 15s., with, of course, progressive 
duty (ifany} in each case. Under the new Act any 
collateral or additional security, or instrument of further 
assurance, where the principal security is duly stamped, 
pays a duty of 6d. forevery £100, or fractional part of £100, 
of the amount secured. The duty on a reconveyance or 
renunciation of the benefit of any security is 6d, for every 
£100, or fractional part of £100, of the total amount or 
value of the money at any time secured. The words 
which we have italicised are not original in the new Act, 
being taken from the 18 & 14 Vict. c. 97. They are ob- 
jectionable because it is questionable what is the highest 
amount seoured by some mortgages. The Act also sub- 





: jects to the same duty as other mortgages those by mem- 
bers of benefit building societies to the societies when 
; the money secured exceeds £500. 

Foreign securities pay the same duties as mortgages 
under the new Act, and a foreign security is defined to 
include every security for money by or on behalf of a 
foreign state, government, corporation, or company (ex- 
cept bills and promissory notes) dated after the 3rd of 
Tune, 1862, which is made, assigned, or negotiated, or 
upon which any interest is payable in the United King- 
dom. There is a penalty of £20 imposed when making, 
transferring, negotiating, or paying interest upon a 
| foreign security not duly stamped. 





THE CouRT OF CRIMINAL APPEAL IN IRELAND have 
recently decided a somewhat important case (Reg. v. For, 
reported in the current number of the Weekly Reporter) 
by a majority of six judges against four. A prisoner was 
tried on an indictment charging him in one count with 
“soliciting,” and in another count with “ endeavouring 
to persuade” one Hoey tocommit murder. It was proved 
that he had written a letter containing the solicitation, 
had addressed it to Hoey, and posted it. It was however 
misdelivered, so that no actual communication with Hoey 
was proved. Under these circumstances the majority of 
the Court has held that the offence charged was not proved. 
This decision is an important one, as it would seem to 
make a conviction for the offence, admitted to be a serious 
one, almost impossible, as such a solicitation would be 
seldom made to a person likely to inform against the 
maker. We own that we fail to see that the Court were 
bound to arrive at the conclusion they did. There are no 
direct authorities upon the point, though several recent 
cases in the Court of Criminal Appeal have some bearing 
on it. R. v. Higgins (2 East, 5) is the principal case, 
showing that a solicitation to commit a felony is itself an 
offence, and a reference to that case will at once show 
what indeed is almost apparent without such reference, 
that it is really an attempt to commit the offence. The 
indictment in Reg. v. Fox was, however, not founded 
upon the common law offence, but upon the statute 24& 
25 Vict. c. 100, s. 4, under which it is an offence punish- 
able with ten years’ penal servitude to “ solicit, encou- 
rage, persuade, or endeavour to persuade, or shall propose 
to any person to murder another.” 

It will be observed that there was at all events an 
‘* attempt to solicit,” so that it would appear that under 
14 & 15 Vict. c, 100, s. 9, the prisoner might upon the 
trial have been convicted of the attempt to commit the 
offence. This, however, was not done, and the judges 
differed principally upon the question whether the “ en- 
deavour to persuade ” had been proved. . 

It is difficult to see, as the judges in the minority 
pointed out, any distinction between an enceayour and 
an attempt. It has been held in R. v. Collins (12 W. R. 
886, L. & C. 471) that there cannot be an attempt to steal 
property out of an empty psocket; and, upon the supposed 
authority of that case, it was argued, in R. v. Hensler 
(also reported in the current number of the Weekly Re- 
porter), that an attempt to obtain money by false pretences 
was not proved by addressing to the prosecutor alettercon- 
taining pretences, the falsity of which the prosecutor 
knew. The Court, however, held otherwise, and the Chief 
Baron, in giving judgment, said that, in his opinion, the 
offence was committed as soon as ever theletter was le 
If this is correct, it would appear to apply to the Irish case. 
Again, in R. v. Cheeseman (10 W. R. 255, L. & C. 140), 
Mr. Justice Blackburn laid down what seems to us the 
true test. He says “there is a difference between 
the preparations antecedent to the offence, and the actual 
attempt, but if the actual transaction has commenced 
which would have ended in the orime, if not interrupted, 
then there is clearly an attempt to commit the crime.” 
According to this it would have been clear that in the 
Trish case there was, at all events, an attempt, and we 
think also an endeavour to persuade, Chief Justice 
Whiteside refers, in his judgment, to a remark of Mr, 
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Justice Crompton in Reg. v. Collins, but he does not 
notice this statement of Mr. Justice Blackburn, which 
seems much more to the point. 

It is possible to “solicit and endeavour to persuade ” 
another by word of mouth without his paying the 
slightest attention, and we think also without his even 
hearing. If A. addresses an argument to B. in ignorance 
that B. happens to be completely deaf, does he not en- 
deavour to persuade him ? It is difficult to see how this 
differs from the case in which a man writes the argu- 
ment in a letter, posts it, and does all necessary on his 
part to enable it to reach its destination, but the letter 
is interrupted, and fails to reach the person to whom it 
is addressed. 





THE SEPTEMBER NUMBER of the Law Reports (Scotch 
appeals series) contained three cases, inserted, as we sup- 
pose, with the object of calling public attention to the 
lamentable consequences which arise from the state of 
the procedure in the Scotch courts, and the abuses of 
that proeedure which take place. In the first of the three 
cases, Keith v. Reid, the sole question was whether in a re- 
tail shop occasional sales by auction were allowable, when 
not prohibited by the lease. The case went from the 
sheriff to the Lord Ordinary, from the Lord Ordinary to the 
Second Division of the Inner House, and from the Second 
Division of the Inner House to the House of Lords, and 
occupied seven years and ahalfin itsjourney. In Fraser 
v. Crauford the value of the subject-matter in litigation 
was £80, the question whether an arbitration award 
was ultra vires, and the time between the reference and 
the hearing by the House of Lords twelve years. In 
Groy v. Turnbull, another of these cases, Lord Westbury 
said: “It is to me a constant subject of grief that 
there should be in Scotland the power to litigants 
of coming, on the most trifling matters, to your 
Lordships’ House. The result is, that the time of 
the greatest tribunal in the land is occupied with the 
most insignificant matters; and further, the expense, 
and misery occasioned are augmented indefinitely by 
this power of prolonged litigation.” Considering the 
limited time capable of being devoted under the present 
sysiem by the Lords to their judicial duties in the 
course of the year, it is to be regretted that any of it 
should be occupied by insignificant matters whether 
Scotch, Irish, or English. As to the delay and expense 
endured by the Scotch litigants themselves, Lord Neaves 
has since hinted, in a speech to the Social Science Asgo- 
ciation, that the Scotch like their legal ladder to have 
many rounds of successive appeals. An unhappy taste, if 
there is any truth in the maxim—Znterest republice ut 
sit finis litium. “ 





WE LIKE TRAVELLING out of our specialty as little 
as apy journal addressed to a special subject, and, 
we fancy, do so as seldom ; but if treaties form a branch 
of international law, the “ Russian Difficulty” may be 
not beyond our purview. There seems to be consider- 
able popular misapprehension as to the attitude assumed 
by Russia, and the general posture of the matter. It 
appears to be assumed by many people that if it be rea- 
sonable that the Treaty of 1856 should be reconsidered 
by the signatary powers,and if Russia now desires that 
course, our own Government should accept that solu- 
tion of the difficulty. Now that would be a 
very proper proceeding on the part of our Government 
if the * Russian note” had never been written; but in that 
ease there would have been no “ difficulty,” The fact is 
that Russia has begun by point-blank repudiating the 
Treaty as it stands, and until that repudiation is re- 
tracted, no one of the other parties to the compact can 
listen to any proposal to reconsider it, but must enforce 
it, by resort to arms, if necessary. It is because there is 
no technical sanction on breaches of international law, 
that it behoves nations to stand resolutely to arms against 
any such attempts to ignore international honesty and 
good faith, 





EXECUTORY TRUSTS. 

An executory trust was recently defined by Lord'Cairns 
as a trust which is to be executed by the preparation of 
a complete and formal settlement, carrying into effect, 
through the operation of anr pt and detailed legal phrase- 
ology, the generalintentioncompendiously indicated by the 
person creating the trust (Sackville- West v. Viscount 
Holmesdale, 18 W. R. H. of L. Dig. 20, L. R. 4B. & I. 
App. 571). According to Mr. Jarman (on Wills, vol. II. 
c. 86), a trust is said to be executory or directory, where 
the objects take, not immediately under it, but by means 
of some further act to be done by a third person, usually 
him in whom the legal estate is vested; as where a tes- 
tator devises real estate to trustees, in trust to convey it to 
certain uses, or directs money to be laid out in lands to 
be settled to certain uses, which are expressed in imper- 
fect or informal terms. In these cases the direction to 
convey, or settle, is considered merely in the nature of 
instructions or heads of a settlement, which are to be 
executed, not by a literal adherence to the terms of the- 
will, which would render the direction to settle nuga- 


tory, but by formal limitations, adapted to give effect to- 


the purposes which the author of the trust appears to 
have had in view. In short, the intentiow of the author 
of the trust is to be carried into effect, so far as possible. 

The origin of the rule that executory trusts are to be- 
executed in such a manner as may best answer the 
intent of the parties (Lord Stamford v. Hobart, 3 Bro. 
P. C. 31) may be traced, according to the Lord Chancellor 
(Sackville- West v. Viscount Holmesdale, sup.), to the 
desire to obviate the consequence of the extremely 
technical rule in Shelly’s case (1 Rep. 93). It represents- 
the victory of common sense over a hard and fast maxim: 
of law. Let us take one case out of many by way of 
illustration. Lands were devised to trustees and their 
heirs, in trust to convey to A. for life without impeach- 
ment of waste, remainder to the issue of the body of A. 
According to the rule in Shelley's case, A. should have 
taken an estate tail, but the trust was held to be execu- 
tory, and was executed by a conveyance to A. for life 
without impeachment of waste, remainder to the issue 
of the body of A. as purchasers, that being the apparent 
intent of the author of the trust (Lord Glenorchy v. 
Bosville, Cas, temp. Talb. 3). 

An executory trust may be created by any instrument 
whatever. It is often created by testators, but the prin- 
ciple is most often applied in the case of articles before: 
marriage, which are peculiarly of an executory character. 
With reference to the question whether a particular 
trust is to be regarded as executory, the Lord Chancellor 
in Sackville-West v. Viscount Holmesdale (sup.), deduced 
the following rules from the authorities :—(1,) That the 
intent must be so manifested on the face of the instru- 
ment directing the settlement to be made, that the tech- 
nical words used cannot be followed in the perfect in- 
strument without defeating the manifest intent of the 
parties. (2.) That in articles before marriage there will 
be an assumed intent, assumed from the nature of the 
case, that the settlement should not be liable to imme- 
diate destruction by the act of the settlor, and the Court 
will alter the words so as to prevent the settlor taking 
an immediate estate tail. (8.) That even in such a case 
the intent is not sufficiently strong to prevent the very 
words of the articles being used, though an estate be 
directed to be given to the husband (the settlor) for life, 
with a limitation to the heirs of his body, if that limita- 
tion ia so framed as to prevent his destroying the estate 
without the concurrence of his intended wife (Highway 
v. Banner, 1 Bro. O, CO. 584). And (4,) that in the case 
of a will, or a deed of gift, the intention that the very 
words used in the instrument, as proper for the more 
complete conveyance, are not to be used must be plainly 
manifested by the first instrument, and will not be as- 
sumed merely because the trust is executory. 

In articles before marriage, as we have already seen, 
there is an intent assumed from the nature of the case, 
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to provide for issue. This intent it is the rule to 
carry into effect by giving a life estate only to the first 
taker. This is an elementary proposition, on which we 
need not dwell. To take a simple illustration. Articles 
before marriage giving lands to the intending husband 
and the heirs of his body, would, unquestionably, be 
executed by making the issue of the marriage purchasers, 
Yet, as Mr. Jarman says (on Wills, c. 36), no case has 
yet determined that a gift in a will to settle land on A. 
and the heirs of his body authorises the Court to limit 
the estate in strict settlement. A will, unlike articles 
before marriage, affords no prima facie evidence of in- 
tent to provide for issue. But if such intent be dis- 
coverable within the four corners of a will containing 
such a devise, we take it that the Court would execute 
it by making the issue purchasers (Jervoise v. Duke of 
Northumberland, 1 Jac. & W. 574). 

The object of making provision for the holder of a 
peerage, appears somewhat analogous with the object 
of making provision for the issue of a marriage. Where 
the gift is in any way connected with the descent of a 
dignity, the intent will accordingly be executed by a 
life estate alone being given to the first taker, according 
to the assumed intent of the donor. In Lord Dorchester 
v. Earl of Hfingham (3 Beay. 180n) a testator with a 
power of revocation and new appointment directed cer- 
tain lands ‘to be attached to the title as closely as pos- 
sible. Here was an executory direction, to be carried 
into effect by his appointees, and which they came to 
the Court to have executed. A compliance with the 
letter of the above direction, by limiting an estate to the 
then tenant of the dignity in tail, would have obviously 
been a departure from its spirit; and the Court accor- 
dingly held that the effect of the will was to abridge the 
estates of all persons in the time of the title, who were 
in esse at the death of the testator, from estates tail to 
estates for life. In another well-known case, a testator 
directed that an estate should be strictly settled, so far 
as the rules of law would permit, to go along with the 
dignity of Le Despencer, so long as that dignity should 
continue in the descendants of the testator. The Vice- 
Chancellor intimated that the intent might be effectuated 
by limiting to the tenant in possession of the dignity of 
Le Despencer, and the remaindermen in esse at the 
death of the testator, successive estates for life, remainder 
to their issue in tail, and a reference to the master was 
directed to approve of a proper settlement (Bankes v. 
Le Despencer, 10 Sim. 576). 

In both the above cases the testator had expressed his 
intention in informal language, and the duty was cast 
upon the Court of carrying it into effect. In the recent 
case of Sackville- West v. Viscount Holmesdale (sup.), the 
peculiarity was that the testatrix referred in the codicil 
to the limitations of the barony of Buckhurst as a model 
to which the limitations in the future settlement were to 
correspond. One of the questions was, whether the tes- 
tatrix had been her own conveyancer or not. After re- 
citing her desire to settle her property in a course of 
settlement to correspond, as far as might be practicable, 
with the limitations of the patent creating the barony, 
she proceeded to demise her property to trustees, in trust 
to settle and assure the same in a course of entail to 
correspond, as nearly as might be, with the limitations 
of the barony, and the provisoes affecting the same con- 
tained in the letters patent conferring the dignity, in 
such manner and form, and with all such powers, pro- 
visoes, declarations, and agreements as the trustees should 
consider proper or their counsel should advise. It should 
here be stated that the barony stood limited to the 
Countess de la Warr for life, remainder to her second 
and other younger sons successively in tail male. How 
was the intent of the testatrix to be effectuated? Was 
a strict settlement to be framed, or a settlement pursuing 
simply the limitations of the barony, and in literal ac- 
cordance with the directions of the testatrix? The Lord 
Chancellor held, as he had held when Vice-Chancellor 
(15 W. R. 705, L. R. 3 Eq. 474), that the property ought 








to be vested in trustees, to the use of the Countess for 
life, remainder to her second son and the heirs male of 
his body, and so on, following the literal wording of the 
patent. The majority of the Lords, however, held that 
the estates ought to be limited in a course of strict 
settlement to the second and other younger sons of the 
countess for their respective lives without impeachment 
of waste, with remainder to their sons successively in 
tail male in the order mentioned in the patent. 

The ratio decidendi in the above case was that the 
object of the testatrix would have been capable of being 
defeated if her directions, had been literally complied 
with, The Lords followed what they considered to be 
the spirit of her directions. Her object was to tie the 
estates to the title, and postpose the separation of the one 
from the other as long as it is possible by law. To do 
this was as much the object of the codicil as a provision 
for issue is the object of articles before marriage. The 
strict meaning of the phrase, “ to correspond as nearly as 
may be with the limitations ef the barony,’ had there- 
fore to yield to the general intent, as in the cases already 
mentioned. “Corresponding” the Lord Chancellor took 
to mean “ identical;’’ Lord Colonsay thought that corre- 
spondence did not necessarily mean identity. However 
this may be, an estate tail in law can scarcely, since the 
invention of fines and recoveries, be regarded as corre- 
sponding in any sense of that word, except in name, 
with an estate tail in a dignity which is incapable of 
being alienated. A succession of life estates in land 
without impeachment of waste appears to us to answer 
most closely to an estate tail in a dignity. And this was 
the view taken by the majority in the House of Lords. 

The foregoing case establishes by the highest authority 
the principle referred to by Lord St. Leonards in Roche- 
fort v. Fitzmaurice (1 Dr. & War. 1), that there is no 
difference between the construction to be placed on an 
executory trust created by marriage articles and an exe- 
cutory trust created by a will, or, we may add, any other 
instrument, except so far as the former, by its very nature, 
furnishes more emphatically the means of ascertaining 
the intention of the parties. 

If the question were asked, how—is an executory 
trust to be exeouted ?—the answer would be in almost 
every case,—By cutting down the estate of the first taker 
to a life estate. ‘This is correct as far as it goes; but the 
further question arises, what are to be the incidents of 
such life estate? A bare life estate impeachable of 
waste differs toto clo from a life estate of the character 
usually conferred by settlement at the present day, with- 
out impeachment of waste, accompanied by liberal 
powers of management, as Sir John Leach termed them 
in Higginson v. Barneby (2S. & S. 516), and powers of 
raising portions and charging jointures, which in practice 
enable the tenant for life to do anything with the estate 
but sell it and spend the purchase-money. Here the space 
at our disposal compels us to pause. 





SPECIFIC PERFORMANCE OF AGREEMENTS FOR 
SEPARATION. 


According to the account of separation deeds given 
by Lord Westbury in Hunt v. Hunt (10 W. R. 215), they 
came into use very soon after the Reformation had 
brought in its train the subordination of the ecolesias- 
tical law to the common law; and from finding them re- 
garded in very early times as ordinary deeds, Lord West- 
bury augurs that the covenants contained in them must 
have been estimated as enforceable atcommonlaw. The 
canon law, though it recognised separations a mensd et 
there when decreed by an ecclesiastical Court propter 
scevitiam aut adulterium, sanctioned nothing like voluntary 
separation, and indeed interfered to enforce cohabitation. 
But Lord Westbury says that the common law contained 
nothing repugnant to separation, and consequently when 
the common law got the upper hand, and a statute of 
Henry VIII. enacted that the rules of the ecclesiastical 
law should prevail, as far as they were not contrary to the 
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common law, it was found that separations were no 
longer “ contrary to the policy of the law.” Certainly, 
as a fact separation deeds seem to have cropped up soon 
after the Reformation, though whether the principle on 
which this so fell out was precisely that suggested by 
Lord Westbury may be doubtful. These deeds were 
a good deal fought over before their legal validity 
was accepted as a settled point of law, and the ex- 
tent to which their piovisions are enforceable has 
been :till further debated. The Ecclesiastical Courts 
always ignored them; they were not for instance plead- 
able in bar of a suit for restitution of conjugal rights, 
though they might be adduced as an excuse for delay 
(Mortimer y. Mortimer, 2 Hagg. Cons. 318), somewhat as 
they are now adducible in the Divorce Court in answer 
to an allegation of desertion. Lord Eldon said, in St. 
John vy. St. John (11 Ves. 531), that if the matter were 
res integra he would never have allowed a covenant for 
separation to be the foundation of an action or a suit in 
Chancery. There were even some decisions point blank 
against the validity of those deeds. Even Lord Eldon, 
however, bowed to the current of decision, and in Wilson 
v. Wilson (1 H. L. 571), Lord Cottenham treated 
the matter as settled by a-long train of authorities. No 
Courts, however, have ever recognised a covenant or 
agreement for a separation to begin in futuro. So, 
in Westmeath v. Westmeath (5 Bli. 367, 1 Dow. & 
C. 519). Lord Eldon, after yielding on the general 
question, observed that when an instrument providing 
for a present separation, “prospectively looks to the 
parties living together again, and then to a future 
separation,” “such a deed, so far as it provides for that 
future separation, will never be carried into effect.” 

It being thus settled that agreements for separation 
(not tocommence in futuro) are not illegal, it would follow 
prima facie that such agreements are enforceable by the 
injunctions of a Court of equity, under the same condi- 
tions, of course, as agreements of any other kind. This, 
however, has been disputed as to the principal cove- 
pants—viz., the covenants not to require cohabita- 
tion, or not to sue for restitution of conjugal rights; while 
the collateral matters, the trusts or covenants concern- 
ing property, are systematically enforced by the Court 
of equity in its specific performance jurisdiction. 
Certainly it would be very strange if the collateral 
matters hanging on the principal covenant, or supported 
by it as their consideration, were enforceable, while the 
principal covenant itself was not. On this matter there 
has been much conflict of decision, and some of the 
judges who have objected to enforce the principal 
covenants, seemed inclined to excuse the anomaly by 
throving the responsibility on the admission of separation 
deeds to validity as a first wrong step. “It is in vain,” 
said Lord Langdale, in Frampton v. Frampton (4 Beav. 
293), “to regret the perplexities in which the Courts 
have found themselves involved, by enforcing the minor 
and auxiliary parts of the agreement, while they profess 
to repudiate the principal and essential part and motive 
of it.” The most rational view of the matter seems to 
be that the Court should yield to the consequences of a 
change in the law, and since they have been constrained to 
treat the deeds as valid, to enforce them in the ordinary 
manner; as yet the authority of decision is in favour of 
that view. In Wilson v. Wilson (ubi sup., and 5 H. L. 
40), a simple agreement had been signed, and the ques- 
tion was, how far a Court of equity would compel the 
husband to execute a separation deed as in pursuance of 
that agreement. The decision was, that he might be 
decreed to execute a deed, but valeat quantum, The 
husband had, in the articles of agreement, agreed simply 
that the wife should at all times be allowed to live 
separate, as if unmarried; and he objected that he ought 
not to be required to observe a covenant not to sue for 
restitution of conjugal rights, for that it was in excess 
of the agreement. Lord Cranworth said that a suit for 
restitution of conjugal rights would have been a breach 
of covenant framed on the ipsissima verba of the 





agreement; and that though, in consequence, the cove- 
nant not. to sue seemed no necessity, it appeared, as a 
matter of conveyancing, right that such a covenant 
should be inserted in the deed, as a customary expression 
of the agreement in more extended form. But there 
was nothing in this decision.at all conclusive on the ques- 
tion (Lord Brougham was especially guarded as to this) 
whether or no the Court will decree specific performance 
in specie of the covenant itself;—excepting, of course, the 
absurdity of the Court ordering a man to enter into a 
covenant which it will not compel him to observe, it 
being a principle of the Court in specific performance 
matters, not to order specific performance if the order 
would be nugatory. In Sanders v. Rodway (16 Beav. 
207) Lord Romilly restrained a husband from molesting 
his wife or forcibly regaining poseession of her person, he 
having in a separation deed covenanted that she should 
be allowed to live alone. In this case his Lordship said, 
“If a person chooses to enter into a covenant restraining 
himself from proceeding in a matter in respect of which 
this Court may not have jurisdiction, yet having juris- 
diction in matters of contract, the Court will restrain him 
from violating hie covenant. All that I have, therefore, to 
consider is, whether this is a valid deed and executed by 
the husband, and if co, whether he has done acts in 
violation of it.” But in the later case of Hunt v. Hunt 
(31 Beav. 121, 10 W. R. 161), the same judge explained 
himself as having in Sanders vy. Rodway, merely decided 
that the Court would restrain the husband “ from vio- 
lating bis covenant by molesting his wife or obtaining 
possession of her person by any means other than those 
of a regular sentence of the proper ecclesiastical Court.” 
In Hunt v. Hunt Lord Romilly had before him “ the dry 
legal point, whether a Court of Equity will enforce by 
injunction the stipulation of the husband not to sue for 
a restitution of conjugal rights,’ and decided “ that both 
on principle and authority ” the Court will abstain from 
so doing. His reasons were (1) that the jurisdiction 
is not in the Court of Chancery, but in the Divorce 
Court, which can decide such matters ; (2) that there 
is no mutuality in covenants of the kind, because the 
trustees covenant for the wife, who cannot ‘covenant on 
her own account, and therefore if the wife sued the hus- 
band for restitution, he could not come to equity for an 
injunction, on account of there being no contract on 
which to found one, and could only sue the trustees for 
breach of the covenant. With regard to the first 
of these reasons the jurisdiction of the Divorce Court, 
extending merely to cases in which oruelty, or desertion, 
or adultery are proved, does not by any means cover every 
case of voluntary separation. Thesecond objection, that 
on the score of non-mutuality, is certainly more 
plausible, yet, if it has any force at all, it 
must apply equally to all the covenants, whereas 
the Master of the Rolls himself, in Sanders v. Rodway, 
enforced the covenant not to molest. A better answer 
to the objection is involved in the principle enuntiated 
by Vice-Chancellor Wood in Williams v. Baily (L. RB. 
2 Eq. 734), who said that deeds of this kind are 
enforceable against the wife, because she “ is not entitled 
to” approbate and reprobate, “or, in other words, to 
accept the benefits and repudiate the obligations.” How- 
ever, Lord Romilly’s decision in Hunt v. Hunt was 
reversed by Lord Westbury (10 W. R. 215), who observed 
that it would be mockery—if a party could be ordered, as. 
Wilson v. Wilson showed he might be, to enter into such 
a covenant—that specific performance of it should not 
be enforceable, the mere remedy by action for damages. 
being ridiculously inadequate. With this decision the 
matter rests at present. We cannot imagine that the 
present generation of law lords would, if a case were to 
come before them, permit such an anomaly as would be 
sanctioned by a refusal of the specific performance. 

It was once held (see St. John v. St, John, ubi sup.), 
that the customary covenant by the trustees to indemnify 
the husband against the wife’s debts, was a necessary 
ingredient in a separation decd. That, however, is not 
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law. The deed may be valid as a voluntary deed, to the 
limited extent to which other ‘voluntary deeds are valid; 
acd the trustees’ covenant to indemnify the husband is 
not the only consideration which can save it from being 
voluntary, any valuable consideration sufficing for that 
parpose. In Frampton v. Frampton (ubi sup.), the hus- 
band had executed a voluntary deed, covenanting to pay 
alimony; after his death Lord Longdale decreed payment 
out of his estate. But performance of a merely 
voluntary deed will not be decreed; and Vice-Chancellor 
Wood refused specific performance in Walrond v, Wal- 
ron@ (Johns, 18), on the ground that the deed was volun- 
tary on the husband’s part, because no consideration 
moved towards him from the trustee, and the wife: pos- 
sessed no property of any nature which could be bound 
by her covenant. There must, therefore, be some con- 
sideration before specific performance will be decreed in 
invitum. In Gibbs v, Harding (18 W. R. 361), an agree- 
ment by the wife’s next friend, assented to by her, that 
she should live apart, was held by Lord Hatherley 
to be a sufficient consideration to support a decree 
for specific performance, by executing a formal deed. 
In Conx v. Foster (1 J. & H. 30), the only covenant by 
the trustees with the husband was a covenant that he 
should be at liberty to reimburse himself in respect of 
the wife’s debts out of an annuity granted by himself 
in the deed. Vice-Chancellor Wood held that this did 
not save the deed from being purely voluntary, and that 
consequently the trusts of property contained in it were 
invalid as against mortgages subsequently created by the 
husband. 

In Williams v, Baily (ubi sup.) Vice-Chancellor Wood, 
while laying down the sensible principle that the wife, 
though technically incapable of binding herself by cove- 
nant or contract, shall at least not be allowed to “ ap- 
probate and reprobate,” ruled that she is not to be held 
bound by the deed unless she has done something to show 
that she did “approbate.” “ Until she has undoubtedly 
and unqualifiedly compromised herself by some act of 
acceptance, her case stands on a different footing from 
that of the trustees;” and so, in the absence of any such 
overt indication of acceptance of the provision made by a 
separation deed, the Vice-Chancellor refused to restrain 
her (on interlocutory motion) from prosecuting in the 
Divorce Court an application for alimony as incident to 
@ petition for judicial separation; he put her, however, 
under an undertaking to deal with the alimony as the 
Court of Chancery should direct. 

It is important to bear in mind that stipulations de- 
priving the father of the right to the custody of the 
children have been held illegal, as “contrary to the law 
and policy of England: Hope v. Hope, 3 Jur. N.S. 454, 
and Vansittart y. Vansittart, 3 D. G. & J. 249. 

We need hardly remind the reader that a reconciliation 
annuls the deed of separation, subject of course to this, 
that the deed may have comprised dealings with legal 
estates which will atill remain on foot. What amounts 
to reconciliation annulling a deed, must of course be a 
common sense question of fact. In Bateman v. Ross (1 
Dow. 245) the husband and wife came to live under the 
same roof (not the husband’s house), but continued 
in high state of animosity against each other, and Lord 
Eldon considered that this could not be considered “ re- 
conciliation,” 





RECENT DECISIONS. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
FoREIGN JUDGMENT. 

Castrigue v. Imrie, H.L., 19 W. R. 1. 
The decision of the Exchequer Chamber in this case, 
now about ten years old, has been one of the leading au- 
thorities upon foreign judgments. For the sake of con- 
venience, therefore, it is well that the decision of the 

House of Lords happens to be an affirmance. 
It is a fundamental principle of law acquiesced in 








by all civilised nations that when contracts are to be 
adjudicated upon, the lex /sci contractus is the law by 
which all questions of their construction and effect are 
to be determined, while questions as to the ‘remedy to be 
applied in redressing an injury done in contravention of 
a contract are to be decided by the ler fori. So a 
foreign Court, if called upon to administer an English- 
made contract as between two litigants in its own juris- 
diction, ought to determine the effect of the pact by ia- 
quiring into and correctly interpreting the English law. 
If the decision of the foreign Court be simply a decision 
in personam or inter partes, it affects only the parties to 
it while within its jurisdiction. Either of them may sue 
the other independently in the English court; and if it 
should turn out that the foreign Court incorrectly con- 
ceived the English lex loci contractus, the English Court 
will decide differently. The opinion delivered by Black- 
burn, J., is rather instructive upon this point. It is 
not, he tells us,that the English Court examines the 
foreign judgment, and, consitiering it a primd facie bar, 
sets it aside on finding that the foreign Court miscon- 
ceived the English law; but it ignores the decision of 
the foreign Court from the beginning, because its juris- 
diction did not extend to estop the present litigation. 
This seems sound reasoning, and it is noticeable 
as marking the abandonment by our Courts of the 
old notions of foreign judgments being examinable or not, 
according as pleaded in bar or directly impeached by a 
plaintiff (see Phillips v. Hunter, 2 H. Bl. 410, and Wood- 
burne v. Plummer, 1 B. & Cr. 625). A foreign judgment in 
rem stands on a footing very different from that of a foreign 
judgment in personam. Here the subject-matter is within 
the jurisdiction of the foreign court, and, therefore, our 
Courts afterwards regard it as having.actually passed by 
the foreign judgment to the person to whom the foreign 
Court decided to award it, and will not disturb such 
party in his possession. Nor does it make any difference 
that the foreign Court misconceived the English law in 
the course of its decision: as Blackburn, J., says in the 
present case,—all that can be required of the tribunal 
that has to decide on a question of the law of another 
country is that it should receive and consider all evidence 
as to what that law is, and bond fide determine on that 
as well as it can.’’ The obiter dicta in the present case 
seem also to decide a point on which the judges differed 
in the Exchequer Chamber, but on which the present 
Lord Chancellor had expressed an opinion in Simpson v. 
Fogo (8 W. R. 407, 1 J. & H. 18; 11 W. R. 418, 
1 H. & M. 195)—viz., that even a judgment in rem 
may be disregarded in a court of another country, as 
repugnant to the comity of nations, if grounded in a 
perverse refusal to recognise a foreign lex lect contractus. 
This, then, is what is intended when it is stated shortly 
that our Courts treat foreign judgments in rem as binding 
on them, though not foreign judgments in personam. 
Whether any individual foreign judgment is a decision 
in rem or in personam may thus be the point on which 
the whole case will hinge. The Bold Buecleugh (7 Moo. 
P. ©, 267) is a well-known authority on this point, and 
it is the point on which there is a direct decision in the 
present case. Here the owner of a ship transferred her 
by bill of sale whilst on voyage, and meanwhile the 
master, while on the voyage, drew a bill for necessaries 
on the old owner, which the new owner dishonoured. 
Afterwards, the ship being in French waters, an indorsee 
of the bill took proceedings in a French court, which 
decreed a sale in default of payment, having in its de- 
cision proceeded on an erroneous view of the English 
law applicable to the transfer. The question thus was, 
was the proceeding in the French court a proceeding in 
rem or not? and the House of Lords affirming the Court 
of Exchequer on this point, it followed that the title 
the purchaser of the ship could not be interfered with. 
Keating, J., differed from Blackburn, J., and the other 
judges upon this point, and, as the Court of Common 
Pleas had done, considered that the French proceeding 
was in personam against the ship's master; bat he sub- 
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mitted to be governed by the subsequent case of Cammell 
v. Servell (8 W. R. 347, 8 C. B. N. S. 35), the principle 
of which was that dispositions of personal property, if 
made in accordance with the law of the country where it 


is, are binding everywhere, That definition of the matter 
is noticed by Blackburn, J., as generally true, though 
open to exception, and altogether the present decisions 
are very instructive on the point. 





EQUITY. 
GIFTs TO “ CHILDREN ”—IDENTIFICATION. 
Lepine v. Bean, M.R., 18 W. R. 797. 

This case reminds us of Doe v. Rouse (5 C. B. 432). The 
testator in that case, having a wife, Mary, who survived 
him, went through the ceremony of marriage with a 
woman named Caroline, who lived with him until his 
death. By his will he gave certain property to his “dear 
wife Caroline” absolutely, and the Court held that this 
was a sufficient designatio persone to enable Caroline to 
take. In Lepine v. Bean there was this additional 
feature, that the bequest was to “his children” as a 
class, after the death of the testator’s “ wife Margaret.” 
He had no children but his children by her. The Master 
of the Rolls thought that there was a sufficient designa- 
tion. It was a case in which extrinsic evidence would 
have been admitted, if necessary, for the purpose of show- 
ing that the testator always called those persons his 
children (Grant v. Grant, 18 W.R. 951). But as the 
law does not allow after-born illegitimate children to 
take (Howarth v. Mills, L. R. 2 Eq. 389) the child of 
Margaret born before the date of the will took the whole, 
to the exclusion of the other. It was held in (Clifton v. 
Goodbun (17 W. R. Ch. Dig. 190, L. R. 6 Eq. 278), thata 
gift by a testatrix, who was never married, describing 


herself as a single woman, to “her children,” was : 


a valid bequest to her illegitimate children living at 
the date of the will, it being clear, on the face of the 
will, that she meant illegitimate children. Holt v. 
Sindrey (17 W. R. 249, L. R. 7 Eq. 170) established that 
an illegitimate child or illegitimate children én esse, as a 
class, may take under a gift to a “ child” or “ children” 
as a class if it appear certainly that they are the persons 
meant by the word “child” or “children.” And in 
these cases extrinsic evidence is admissible. There is 
always the presumption to be rebutted that child means 
a lawful child. 





COMMON LAW. 


REASONABLE AND PROBABLE CAUSE—-FALSE IMPRISON- 
MENT—DISCRETION OF JUDGE. 


Lister v. Perryman, H. of L.,19 W. R. 9. 


Panton vy. Williams (2 Q. B. 169) decided that in an 
action for indicting maliciously and without probable 
cause, if the defendant set up facts as showing probable 
cause, the judge must determine whether the facts, if 
proved or any of them, constitute such cause. The jury is 
to decide only whether the facts exist, and this however 
complicated or numerous the facts may be. The same 
rule applies when the question is whether the defendant 
had probable cause to suspect the plaintiff of a felony. 
Since this decision it seems never to have been disputed 
that the question of reasonable and probable cause is for 
the judge, and is, therefore, a question of law. In Lister 
v. Perryman the law as laid down in Panton y. Williams 
is recognised and followed, although three out of the 
four learned lords who decided the case expressed a regret 
that the question of reasonable and probable cause was 
not for the jury as a mere matter of fact. The only rule 
to be deduced from the decision and the judgments in 
this case is, in the words of Lord Colonsay, that it is “im- 
possible to deduce any fixed and definite principle to 
guide and assist the judge in any case that may come 
before him.” 


The judge must decide each case on its own facts, 





This.is the result of the judgments; and it, therefore, 
followed that it was wrong ‘to lay down asan abstract 
proposition that you can never proceed on hearsay evi- 
Gence when you have a good opportunity of testing the 
accuracy of the hearsay evidence by examining the per- 
son who is represented to have said such and such things.” 
(Per Lord Westbury). Lister v. Perryman was an ac- 
tion for false imprisonment. The defendant pleaded 
that a felony had been committed and that he had 
reasonable and probable cause to suspect the plaintiff of 
having committed it. The evidence in support of this 
plea was, in fact, information received by the defendant 
from his servant respecting some facts which one Robin- 
son had told the servant. At the trial the Lord Chief 
Baron directed a verdict for the plaintiff on the ground 
that the defendant ought not to have acted without 
making inquiries directly of Robinson, and that 
having so acted he did so without probable cause. The 
Lord Chief Baron treated the fact that the plaintiff had 
acted on hearsay evidence, not as an element to be taken 
into consideration in deciding whether the defendant 
had reasonable and probable cause, but as conclusively 
showing that the defendant had not reasonable and pro- 
bable cause. 

On a rule for a new trial for misdirection, the 
Court of Exchequer were equally divided, and Pigott, 
B., withdrew his opinion, and the rule was discharged. 
The Exchequer Chamber affirmed this decision, and the 
House of Lords reversed it on the ground thatthe Lord Chief 
Baron had directed the jury on an erroneous principle. 
This case may well give rise to some reflections respecting 
the expense and delay of our law. The case was tried 
at the sittings after Trinity Term, 1867. On the 30th 
January, 1868, judgment was given by the Court of Ex- 
chequer. The Exchequer Chamber gave judgment on 
the 14th of May, 1868, and now the House of Lords has 
reversed their decision, set aside the verdict given in 
1867, and ordered a new trial. The matter will, there- 
fore, now have to begin all over again with the possi- 
bility of another appeal to the House of Lords some few 
years hence. When we reflect on the amount of damages 
the plaintiff is likely to recover (the verdict now set 
aside was for £100) and compare it with the amount of 
costs, to say nothing of all the annoyance, delay, and col- 
lateral expenses, we may find good cause for wonder that 
apyone not a millionaire or a pauper ever ventures on the 
stormy seas of litigation. 





ADMIRALTY, 


SALVAGE—VESSEL SAVED AND VESSEL SAVING BELONG- 
ING TO SAME OWNER. 


The Sappho, Adm., 19 W. R. 24. 


The Sappho limits the effect of the judgment of Lord 
Stowell in the Maria Jane (14 Jer. 877). Inthe Maria 
Jane it was held that where the crews of two ships 
belonging to A. gave some assistance to a ship chartered 
to A., who was bound to provide and pay the master and 
crew of such ship, the cargo on board of which also be- 
longed to A., no salvage could be claimed. Sir Robert 
Phillimore in The Sappho has now decided, relying very 
much on the judgment of Lord Stowell in Zhe Waterloo 
(2 Dods. 438), that the fact that the saving and the 
saved vessel belonged to the same owner does not neces- 
sarily disentitle the crew of the saving vessel to receive 
salvage. The fact that both vessels belong to the same 
owner may have, and generally would have, an important 
effect upon the amount of salvage to which the salvors 
are entitled, as, of course, there could be no claim in 
respect of the services of the saving vessel. The right 
to salvage, however, is not affected by the unity of owner- 
ship of the vessels. 





Mrs. Herbert (formerly Miss Lizzie Boynton, the well-known 
lecturer), is going to enter the office of her husband as a law 
student,—Albany Law Journal, 
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COURTS. 
COUNTY COURTS. 
Lam 


BETH, 
(Before J. Pirr Taytor, Esq., Judge.) 
Nov. 22.—MeLeod v. Aird. 
Breach of contract on part of servant justified on mistress 
charging her with theft. 

The defendant, a barmaid, had ona former occasion obtained 
a judgment against the plaintiff, a publican, for wages, and on 
that occasion the publican pleaded that the barmaid had left 
him suddenly a day or two after she had given him a month’s 
‘notice of her intention to leave, and further that she had 
negligently lost or wrongly paid away two sovereigns, The 
learned judge held that neither of those pleas was available 
in answer to a claim for wages, which must be paid up to 
the time of the barmaid going away,‘and the publican must 
be left to his remedy in the shape of an action for damages 
against her. The wages had been ordered to be detained in 
court to abide the event of this the cross-action brought by 
the publican. 

The case for the plaintiff was that he and his wife went 
out, leaving the defendant in charge of the bar. During 
their absence the defendant had received two sovereigns, 
which could not be accounted for, and on the wife charging 
her with stealing them she gave notice to leave. She, how- 
ever, left the day after, and the plaintiff claimed £1 for 
breach of contract in consequence, in addition to the £2 lost 
or stolen. The plaintiff himself had at the time insisted 
that there had only been negligence, but his wife as strongly 
insisted that there had been theft. 

The case for the defendant was that she had only received 
one sovereign, which she had put in the till, and it was 
there when her mistress took possession of the bar on coming 
home, and she might therefore have paid it away in error 
or misappropriated it. As to the breach of contract the 
defendant's evidence showed that after she had given notice 
+o leave she had been taunted by her mistress before cus- 
tomers with having taken the money. Defendant then 
spoke privately to her mistress, and asked her whether she 
still adhered to her statements. She said she did, and de- 
fendant Bees declined to go into the bar again, and 
immediately left. 

Mr, J. Prrr Taytor said the evidence had altogether failed 
to establish the claim as to the two sovereigns, and as to the 
third the plaintiff could not recover damages under the cir- 
cumstances. A servant was not bound to remain in service 
under the imputation of felony, and although the plaintiff 
himself had not imputed the felony his wife had, and that was 
the same thing to the servant. She was entitled to leave as 
she had done, and the judgment must be in her favour, with 
costs. 





OLDHAM. 
(Before R. S. SowxEr, Esq., Q.C.) 

Nov. 18.—When the judgment summonses were called on 
to-day Mr. Marshall Preston, debt agent, of Manchester, ap- 
peared to prove a debt, and Mr. Mellor, an attorney, drew 
attention to the fact that Preston was an agent. 

Mr. SowLer.—Thank you. Strike off every one of the 
cases in which agents appear. They have no business-to 
or as advocates. (‘Tio Mr. Preston) I will not listen to you, 
and if you say avother word I will order you into custody. 

Mr. Sow.er proceeded to say that the case must be 
struck out. Mr. Preston knew very well what he had pro- 
claimed at Salford and at every other court in the district in 
which he sat. He was obliged to put down his foot on 
this abominable practice. Most respectable men were ac- 
tually capt for an existence, whose education cost 
them and their friends an enormous sum of money, and they 
must be supplanted by a parcel of illiterate men who 
represented themselves as agents, a parcel of idle men who go 
among poor people, and not only literally take the bread 
out of the mouths of the properly, duly authorised advo- 
cates, but cheated the persons who they represented. He had 
such a case before him at Salford only the other week. 

John Grierson, packman, said he had brought two cases 
asagent, In these two cases he bought the debts. 

r, Sow.er said that wherever the debts were bought 
the proces appeared in his own name. 

Mr. Mellor said he must produce his power of attorney to 
gue. 

Mr. Sow er said the letter of attorney ought to pass at 








the time the debts were purchased or transferred—a power 
of attorney. For the future let it be so. 

Mr. Grierson said they bought these debts at a public sale 
of debts, and there was no power of attorney. 

Mr. Sow1zr explained that the term did not mean 
there must be an attorney in the matter. It was a letter of 
authorisation to collect certain debts. 

Mr. Mellor said his objection was not a personal one, 
but to the system. After referring to the way in which 
orders were got from the wives of the debtors, he said, after 
they (the debt collectors) had got their judgments in the 
county court they hold an auction at Manchester, in which 
persons who had nothing to do with selling these goods 
found it to their interest to buy up the debts, and then 
these harpies put the screw on these poor people by judg- 
ment summonses. He had for years and years seen this 
sort of thing going on, preying on the poor; and, out of the 
depths of their poverty, wringing from them that which 
ought to have gone to the support of their families, and 
throwing those who ought to be able to support their children 
on the parishes. ° 

Mr. SowEr said he was afraid they must begin at the 
root—the habits and manners of the wives. No doubt these 
men were thetempters. He did think it was one of those 
questions in which the Legislature ought to interfere, and 
was quite sure of this, that iftheir friend, Mr.Hibbert, one of 
the members for the borough, had a proper representation 
made, he would have sufficient influence in the House of Com- 
mons to bring in a bill to puta stop to this. 

Mr. Mellor quite concurred. This man (Mr. Preston) 
had no locus standi there, and irsolently stood up and inter- 
rupted him who had a locus standi. 

Mr. Sow.er said Mr. Mellor would see the position in 
which he was personally placed. Here he was endeavouring 
to curb a vicious system which had sprung up behind his 
back, when he had not authority to do one single act. He 
could not remedy it at once—he only wished it was in 
his power todo so. Unfortunately, it wasa system which 
had been allowed to grow, but men of this kind, who were 
what were called county court agents, should have no stand- 
ing before him—that he would take care of. 

r. Mellor said in every instance where a person came 
before his Honour to claim a debt that did not belong to 
him generally, he should put himself in the court by strict 
legal evidence. 

Mr. SowLER quite concurred with Mr. Mellor. .He 
thought to buy them up to sell by auction was a most in- 
famous thing. 

The next case was that of Phillips v. Lord, which had 
been transferred from the Manchester te the Oldham County 
Court. 

Mr. Marshall Preston again cag tee to prove the debt, 
and stated that he bought these debts, and that there were 
about 150 of them. 

Mr. SowLer.— What was the aggregate amount of debts ? 

Mr. Preston.—About £30. 

Mr. SowLer.— What did you give for them ? 

Mr. Preston.—£7 15s, 

Mr. Sower. —I never heard of such a thing. It is per- 
fectly outrageous. Are you sure the debts do not amount to 
more than £30? 

Mr. Preston,—I am. 

Mr. Sowxsr said he had laid down a rulenow: he sup: 
they must go on with the case this time. For the future 
there must be a stop put to it. 

Mr. Mellor suggested to the Court that judgment oughtto - 
be given in this man’s favour to the extent only of the in- 
terest he had in the debt. That Court sat as a court of equity 
and he be to submit, before a man could recover from 
somebody else £20, he must prove he had an interest of 
£20 in the debt. 

Mr. Sowzsr said he would take that into his very 
careful consideration. He was very much inclined to agree 
with Mr. Mellor, but he would not be hasty. 

Mr. Mellor begged that his Honour would not commit 
these poor people to prison at the instance of these persons 
he re ted as harpies. Should not all cases of such a 
class as that at least stand over, and his Honour not act on 
commitments taken out by persons acting in this iti 


: position 

till he (the agent) proved his right to coheee there at all; 

and then his Honour's decision should be limi 

terest the 
The Hig 

summonses. 


ted to the in- 
t had in the case. 
Bailif.—It could not apply in judgment- 
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Mr. Mellor pointed out thatthe Court-might at any time 
rectify that which had been, through the acts of other per- 
sons and not of the Court, an illusion, a veil spread over the 
face of the Court, which could take it away. 

Mr. Sowxer said Mr. Justice Willes had laid down that 
= county court judge has no power to vary an original 
order. 

Mr. Mellor said he did not ask his Honour to vary his 
judgment, but his Honour could say he would not enforce it. 

Mr. Sow er said he could suspend the warrants as long 
as he liked. 

Mr. Mellor remarked that his Honour could say he 
would not enforce payment beyond what was the true in- 
terest of these men in the debt. What he meant was, sup- 
posing a man had bought for 5s. what stood on the record for 
£5, as soon as it was brought to the knowledge of the 
Court that he had recovered the 5s., the equitable jurisdiction 
of the Court should arise, and the judge refuse to send 
people to prison. 

Mr. SowtER.—Merely make an order for ds. 

Mr. Mellor said he had had a suggestion} from one of 
his friends round about him. He doubted the power of the 
Court to commit a man to prison till it was shown there was 
a power of attorney in existence. 

Mr. Sowuzr said he had already foreshadowed that in 
what he said. 

Mr. Mellor said. the plaintiff was not in court and there 
was nothing whatever to show that the defendant had not 

id the debt, and Preston, he was informed, advertises to 
uy debts, and made his living thereby. He knew what 

the harpies were in Virgil, and those in the nineteenth cen- 
tury were worse. 

Mr. Sow er said it was a trade that had sprung up of a 
very disreputable description, and he thought it was time 
these people were taught they must earn a livelihood in a 
more honest way. These judgment summonses were the 
most painful things he had to deal with. If people would 
contract debts, they must pay them. The Legislature was 
the only power that could interfere. 

Mr. Mellor asked how Preston, who had no legal power. 
could commit defendant to prison. 

Mr. Sow.er said Mr. Mellor was calling on him to deal 
with a system that had grown up, he not sitting there 
in his own right as a judge, but the representative of 
another gentleman. He was very glad indeed to receive any 
such suggestions as those kindly made by Mr. Mellor, and 
he male take care as far as his power went that they should 
be properly represented in the right quarter. He thought 
the public were very much indebted to Mr. Mellor and to 
any gentleman who did this. 

[We have no favour for what was complained of—but this 
was not a very dignified scene for an English court.—Ep, 8. J.] 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr, Cuartes Francis Preston, solicitor, has been ap- 

inted Town Clerk of Barrow-in-Furness, Lancashire. 
Mr. Preston is the son of Mr. F. W. Preston, solicitor, of 
Tenbury, Worcestershire, and since his admission in 1867 
he had in partnership with his father till a short time 
ago, when he left Tenbury and commenced practice at 
Barrow-in-Furness. 

Mr. Cuartes Heaton Hinpe, solicitor, of Altrincham, 
Cheshire, has been appointed Law Clerk to the Altrincham 
Local Board of Health, for purely legal business, on a salary 
of £25 per annum. Mr. Hinde, who is a member of the 
local firm of Nicholls, Ludlow, & Hinde, was certificated in 
1854. 

Mr. Joux WariiG Ion, solicitor, of Bury St. Edmunds, 
Suffolk, has been elected Mayor of that borough for the 
ensuing year. 

Mr. Wasuincton Hamitton Brown, solicitor, of Swan- 
sea, has been elected Mayor of that borough for the ensuing 
year. Mr. Brown was certificated in 1848, and is senior 
partner in the firm of Brown & Davies, 

Mr. Pur Prorugro Surru, solicitor, of Truro, has been 
elected Mayor of that borough for the ensuing year. Mr. 
Smith was certificated in 1832, and is senior member of tho 
firm of Smith, Roberts & Paul. 

Mr. Henny Smaxt, of Buckingham, has been appointed a 


GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


Dovs.e Sirrines witHovr Norice. 


Sir,—You lately published some remarks reflecting on 
the absence of solicitors at the hearing of rules in which 
they were interested. You boldly warned them, and they 
will, no doubt, gratefully accept your friendly admonition. 
And now, Sir, show that in the interests of the profession at 
large, you are ready to raise an equally bold voice of ad- 
monition against the recurrence of a state of things which I 
am shortly going to indicate—whether that state of thi 
arise from an omission on the part of the bench, or be 
caused by the negligence of those on whom the duty lies of 
publishing its intentions. I refer to the fact of double 
sittings having been held by the Court of Exchequer on 
Monday last, without previous notice having been given. 
On that morning the Court, having divided its strength, sat 
both in the Court of Exchequer, where the new tri per 
was taken, and also in the Court of Exchequer Chamber, 
where the special paper was proceeded with. Counsel and 
attorneys who fancied that cases which were in the new trial 
paper would not be taken on that day, suddenly found a 
Court sitting for that purpose, and reporters had to be in two 
places at once, or miss of their duty. Now, a due 
notice of the intention of the barons would have obviated 
all difficulty. 


Nov. 22. An OBSERVER. 





‘* DISAPPROBATION OF A GROWING PRACTICE.” 


Sir, —In your second leading note of this day you refer to 
a not uncommon censure cast by judges, and sometimes by 
counsel (! !) on attornies for not being present when casesin 
banc are called on. 

“ Snfferance” being ‘‘ the badge of all our tribe ” we are 
bound to submit in all humility to censure, even if it should 
come from a barrister under ‘‘seven years’ standing” whom 
we are pushing up the ladder of life; still more, from 
those a fortunes we have already made. 

If we had a council of the Law Institution worth 
anything, this terrible threat of the Lord Chief Baron and 
the disapprobation of ‘‘leading members of the bar” could 
be met by putting to the judges and counsel in some sort of 
aetieh nat the following pertinent questions:— 

1. Will your Lordships undertake to go straight through 
the paper (where the rules are in a list) without peace 
ment of cases either for convenience of judges or counsel? 

2. Will counsel undertake not to postpone cases for the 
convenience of each other? 

8. Will the judges ensure by rule that attorneys can secure 
for the attendance of their clerks from day to day, in the 
vain hope of their ‘‘case coming on,” some reasonable re- 
muneration (say as much per day as a railway navvy) if, in 
order to avoid the ‘‘disapprobation” of the judges and 
‘* leading members of the bar,” solicitors attend in person or 
by clerk to ‘su ly information to counsel,” instead of 
getting a piss ee, if anything, for the attendance 
during a whole term? 

When the abuses indicated by these questions are remedied, 
and when, moreover, the absurd system is abrogated, which 
allows a barrister, through his clerk, to higgle and haggle 
with an attorney, as to what his fees in a particular case are 
to be (because ‘* Mr. Snooks, 4.0, who was on the other 
side, had more on his brief”), and yet absolves the counsel 
from all legal liability if he grossly neglects the case (say, by 
never coming to the court at all), upon the ridiculous notion 
that what he receives is an honorarium, with not the smallest 
tinge of a mercenary payment about it; I have no doubt that 
we attorneys will be able to appreciate the justice of the 
‘‘ disapprobation ” expressed in this and other matters, Till 
then it savours somewhat of high-handedness, under which 
the professional class to which I belong may well chafe, 

A PRACTITIONER OF TWENTY-THREE 
YEARS’ STANDING. 
London, Nov. 19. 





An APPEAL. 
Sir,—Will you kindly permit me through the medium 
of your paper to make an appeal to the profession on 
behalf of a very old and most respectable practitioner who, 
without timely assistance, has no prospect before him but 
the workhouse. 





P ual Commissioner for taking the acknowledgments of 
by married women in and for the county of Bucks. 





Mr. Thomas Francis Crew was born in Chelsea Hospital, 
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and has, until his recent removal to Fulham, always resided 
in Chelsea. He was admitted in 1829, and practised first 
in Child’s-place, afterwards at 38, Essex-street, and latterly 
at Staple-inn. He was an original shareholder in the Law 
Society, before its incorporation as the Law Institution, and 
he has since continued a member of the latter. His health has 
been failing, and in February last he had a fall in Chancery- 
lane, and Dr. ich considers he will never be able 
again to attend to business. He has been a liberal man 
to others, and saved spching. Se himself. His books and 
furniture will only suffice to discharge his liabilities,leaving 
him quite destitute. He is not a member either of the Law 
Association or the Solicitors’ Benevolent Society. His old 
clients have died off, and the business is completely worn 
as there is nothing which can be made available 
or 

Subscriptions may be paid to T. M. Blome, Esq., at 

Mossrs. Cox & Co.’s, Charing-cross, or to 
JNO, MacKRELL. 
21, Cannon-street, London, Nov. 24. 





Measure or Damaces ror Non-Detivery or Goons. 

Sir,—Accept my thanks for your careful editorial note to 
my letter on this subject. There were no special facts not 
covered by the simple statement I gave in your last issue. 
Fos following is the case as opened, with the judge’s ruling 
thereon :— 

The plaintiff, on the 8th August, 1870, purchased from 
the defendants’ agent 5,000 lbs. of yarn, for delivery in 
fourteen days, at elevenpence Re pound. 

The defendants repudiated their agent’s contract, and re- 
fused to deliver the yarn. The plaintiff insisted on de- 
livery and in default entered his plaint to recover the dif- 
ference in price on the 23rd August, 1870, the market having 
in the meantime risen to 12}d. per pound. 

Before the plaintiff's attorney had finished his opening, 
the judge inquired, “ Did the plaintiff buy goods in the 
market to replace those not delivered?” and, on a reply 
being given in the negative, his Honour immediately said, 
* Then he cannot recover.” He was subsequently under- 
stood to modify this by saying, “ The plaintiff can only re- 
cover nominal damages ; he has sustained no damage unless 
he has bought again.” 

Iam emboldened by your note to repeat that the doctrine 
is new to me. JNo, Coorer. 

Manchester, November 22. 


[Clearly there is no stated rule that a plaintiff cannot 
recover, or can recover nominal damages only, if he has not 
purchased elsewhere ; it is only that the purchase elsewhere 
affords an easy way of gotting at the measure of damage 
sustained, a fact which it may be perfectly possible to estab- 
lish aliunde. But the fact of plaintiff not having purchased 
might be adduced in support of an allegation that when the 
time for delivery arrived he was not in want of the goods, 
and therefore sustained no damage.—Ed. S, J.] 








OBITUARY. 


MR. J. H. CLIFTON. 

Mr. John Hall Clifton, solicitor, of Worcester (firm, 
Clifton & Hooper), died at that city on the 15th November. 
The late Mr. Clifton was a member of an old Worcester 
family, which had for several generations been officially 
connected with the Deanery of Worcester. His grand- 
father, who held the office of receiver of rents to the See of 
Worcester, and also to the Dean and Chapter, died in 1807. 
His father held the same offices till his death in 1833, when 
he was succeeded by his son (the subject of this notice), who 
was admitted a proctor and notary of the Consistory Court 
in May of that year. Mr. Clifton also succeeded his father 
as chapter clerk, which office he retained till his death ; but 
he resigned the receivership on the appointment of Bishop 
Pepys to the see, in 1840. njointly with his pestoes, Mr, 
A. G. Hooper, he was registrar of the diocese of Worcester, 
and district registrar of the Court of Probate in that city. 
Mr. Clifton was a member of the old Corporation of Wor- 
cester, and served in various municipal offices ; he was also 
one of the oldest city magistrates, having been placed on 
the commission of the peace in the year 1841. He was never 
married, and his only 29k ing brother is the Rev. George 
Hill Clifton, Rector o Ripple, Worcestershire. ‘This family is 


descended from Sir Gervase Clifton, of Clifton, near Not- 








SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


METROPOLITAN AND PROVINCIAL LAW 
ASSOCIATION. 
County CourT JURISDICTION AND PRACTICE.* 

I should at bs eave cobtreding one of the 
younger members of the profession, of obtruding any remarks 
of my own upon the attention of so learned a body of gentle- 
men as I see assembled around me, had it not been that 
circumstances have enabled me to acquire considerable per- 
sonal knowledge of the details of the subject upon which I 
pro to say a few words. 

o two practitioners can differ as to the importance 
which the county courts as local tribunals have now attained 
to; and, however much we may (if I ie J use the term) 
di amongst ourselves upon the details of any scheme 
for the extension of the county courts jurisdiction, or the 
amelioration of the county court practice, in this much we 
are all, at least, unanimous,—that it is desirable that the 
defects and wants at present existing in both practice and 
jurisdiction, should be pointed out, and, so far as practicable, 
remedied. 

At the time of their first establishment in 1846, the pro- 
visions of the “Small Debts Recovery Act” in themselves, 
as well as the exposition of its principles which was made 
by Lords Lyndhurst and Brougham, sufficiently demonstrate 
that their then objects were confined to the speedy re- 
covery of small debts and demands. But that has all been 
changed of late years. The restrictions upon the jurisdic- 
tion of the courts have been from time to time either 
altogether or in part removed, and a class of actions now 
habitually comes before such of the county courts, at least, 
as are established in large commercial and agricultural dis- 
tricts, which was never contemplated by the introducers of 
the original measure. t this is so, a glance at the 
various Acts of Parliament passed since 1846, conferring 
jurisdiction upon the country courts sufficiently de- 
monstrates. In due succession actions for debts between 
£20 and £50; disputes up to the latter amount between 
members of friendly societies; summary procedure upon 
bills of exchange, a large and important equity jurisdiction, 
an admiralty jurisdiction which only requires to be widely 
known to be largely taken advantage of ; and last, but aot 
least, an exclusive and unlimited jurisdiction in bankruptcy, 
are certainly great strides in the acquisition of a statutory 
and unusurped jurisdiction by courts whose original func- 
tions were so limited as those of the county courts; and it 
seems to me that the very fact of these successive additions 
being made to ,that jurisdiction, is, in itself, a sufficientl 
eloquent testimony to the efficient working of the local 
tribunals. 

Here, then, we have, at least, these two propositions es- 
tablished—first, that the county courts have taken a firm 
hold upon the sympathies of the public ; and secondly, that 
they have received the approbation of the profession. These 
two facts form their own commentary, and it only remains 
for us who recognise such facts as existent, to suggest those 
improvements and alterations which our experience may re- 
cognise as desirable. 

This is not the place, even were the time sufficient, for any 
inquiry of a purely theoretical and philosophical kind, an 
I will, therefore, content myself in the few remarks which I 
am about to make with pointing out these wants of jurisdic- 
tion and faults of practice which have during the last three 
years, obtraded themselves upon my personal attention. 

First, then, with regard to the question of peating. I 
am aware that the very word is to some practitioners of the 
reformed school, at once a ghost and a bugbear—a ghost, 
because it appears to them to be a phantom of some d 
thing, and a bugbear because it seems to them to be in 
itself, if vitality still remains in it, a standing nuisance. 
Whilst admitting that a large class of cases exists in which 

leading often defeats the ends of justice, I must neverthe- 
sae be allowed to record my deliberate conviction, that upon 
the whole, sume system of = necessary wherever a 
question (other than that covered by the ‘‘ general issue” 
exists between two parties, and has to be fi oy are 
upon by a court. Both to the plaintiff and to the defendant 
(supposing both to be honestly disposed) the introduction 
of some form of pleading seems in every case to be desirable 





* A paper read at the Metropolitan and Provincial Law 
Association on the 11th ult, by Mr. M. S. Moseley. 
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—dJesirable to the defendant because it informs him of the 
precise thing which the plaintiff claims, or of which he 
complains,—important to the plaintiff, because it puts him 
in possession of the exact ground upon which the defendant 
disputes such claim. Although, no doubt, the introduction 
of particulars of demand has served to some extent to en- 
lighten defendants (and, I say, to some extent only, 
because these particulars prepared by plaintiffs themselves, 
unaided by any i. car set of forms, are often of the 
most vague and inconclusive character which it is possible 
to conceive), yet as regards the second object to which I 
have alluded, the information of the plaintiff, the 
present county court rules afford no help whatever. It is 
true that some few matters have to be specially pleaded ; but 
these by no means embrace all that is necessary. Asa 
familiar example of what I mean, I will instance the case 
where a plaintiff is attempting to recover a sum of money 
due for goods supplied, and where the defence really is pay- 
ment. Now, payment (although a matter strictly in con- 
fession and avoidance) need not he pleaded in the county 
courts; and the consequence is that the plaintiff, who may 
be brought against his will from a great distance in order 
to sue a defendant upon his own ground, brings with him a 
host of witnesses to prove that which he would very reason- 
ably conceive to be the necessary matters for him to esta- 
blish, namely, proof of the order by the defendant or his 
recognised agent—if by an agent, the authority of the 
agent, the supply of the goods, their delivery, their being 
according to order or sample, and the fairness or reasonable- 
ness of the price charged. This being all done, and the 
witnesses being all assembled, the defendant produces from his 

cket a piece of paper with a receipt stamp attached to it. 

is receipt may be genuine, or it may be forged. In either 
case the plaintiff is almost equally hardly dealt with. If 

muine, itmay have been given by hisagent, and notaccounted 
or to him, or even if _ by him personally, it may, by a 
mere accident, or the lapse of time, have escaped his recol- 
lection. If, on the other hand, the defendant is an unscru- 
pulous or dishonourable person, the plaintiff is taken at the 
greatest possible disadvantage. He perhaps may not have 


come himself upon the spot, not being a necessary witness to 
prove the order or delivery, and I think I am within bounds 


in asserting that a large proportion of the cases in which 
payment is relied upon, succeed because the plaintiff is un- 
prepared for the defence upon which the defendant really 
comes intocourt ; and this defence of payment is only one of 
several which I might, if time were accorded me, name as being 
in the interests of justice necessary to be disclosed in some 
recognised form of pleading. ‘Yes,’ I fancy I hear 
some ardent law reformer exclaiming, ‘* you wish to revive 
the system of special pleading ; that monstrous web of legal 


chicanery into which so many unhappy flies have unwit- . 


tingly stumbled.” Now, apart from the fact that the 
pleading rules of 1853 have greatly simplified the rules of 
pleading, I would suggest that the best safeguard against 
mere technical difficulties arising out of pleading would be 
to refrain from providing any means of their being taken an 
unfair advantage of. In the superior courts if a declaration 
or a pleading is demurrable, a demurrer is generally re- 
sorted to for the simple reason that if successful it. carries 
costs with it. If in the county courts, a system of pleading 
being established, no demurrers were allowed, or if (which 
would be equally efficacious) no costs of demurrers were 
allowed, we should hear little or nothing about technical 
pleading objections. On the other hand, anything that 
was really a substantial objection would, if pleadings of 
some kind or other were imperative, be fully weighed and 
onsidered before the parties went into court. 

I would here remark, whilst upon the subject of matters 
incidental to the progress of the suit, that it seems to me 
very desirable that many of the provisions of the Common 
Law Procedure Act, 1854, which were omitted to be in- 
cluded-in the order of council of 1865, should be extended 
to the county courts. As an instance of this I would give 
the case of suing upon a lost bill or note. By the Act of 
1854, the holder of a bill, who has lost it, is enabled to sue 
upon it, notwithstanding the want of profert and oyer, upon 
complying with certain conditions, The order in council 
of 1865 does not apply this particular section to the county 
courts, and the consequence is that a person holding a bill 
of exchange for less than £20, which piece of paper he has 
had the misfortune to lose, must, if he requires to sue upon 
the bill, do so in one of the superior courts and pay his own 





The provision as to attachment of debts seems also.to me 
to be not altogether adequate as applied to the county 
courts; and I can see no sufficient reason why equitable 
defences, which are allowed to be pleaded under section 83 
of the Common Law Procedure Act, 1854, should not be 
allowed in the county courts. 

Another series of alterations in the practice which I 
would very strongly advocate has been already stated by 
me to a small section of the profession, in an article which 
was published some time since,* and as the article in ques- 
tion exactly expresses, upon some points, the views which I 
still entertain, I crave the permission of my present 
auditors to refer to it. 

“The Legislature’? (I wrote in 1869) ‘‘has thought fit 
to exact, in effect, that no order of commitment shall be 
issued unless the question of the defendant’s ability to pay 
has been previously decided by the judge himself; the 
necessary consequence of which is, that every judgment 
summons has to be separately heard and considered by 
him. To those who are at all acquainted with the practical 
working of the County Courts Acts, the immense waste of 
time and patience thus occasioned is but too well known. 
The small race of money-lenders and ‘ duffers,’ who make 
the courts a regular part of their business system, issue 
judgment summonses by shoals against that miserable class 
of improvident artisans by whom they chiefly live; and the 
pertinacity of the judgment creditor in‘ insisting that his 
customer can afford to pay two shillings a-week is, as a rule, 
only equalled by the perseverance of the judgment debtor 
in his attempts to show that the payment of eighteenpence 
is the extreme limit of possibility to him. Meanwhile, the 
judge has to calm the generous wrath of the combatants, 
and, at the end perhaps of a quarter of an hour, ‘ split the 
difference’ by making an order for one and ninepence. 
This ridiculous system affects most injuriously the pro- 
per suitors of the court. Owing to the interminable 
number of judgment debtor summonses, half the cause list 
has oftentimes to stand adjourned for the convenience of 
the Court, and suitors and their witnesses coming from a 
distance are frequently compelled to waste three or four 
days in fruitless attendances before their cause can be 
heard. Many of the judges, it is well known, feel very 
strongly upon this point ; and, indeed, the reason why the 
registrar or his deputy should not be held competent to 
decide a class of cases which call for wrihing beyond a little 
common sense in their adjudication, is one of those numerous 
mysteries which lurk in the dark corners of St. Stephen’s 
Hall. The evil, great as it even now is, it must te borne in 
mind is an increasing one. Since the Ist of January, 
1870, when the Act for the Abolition of Imprisonment for 
Debt came into operation, judgment summonses in the 
county courts will become more than ever a favourite mode 
of enforcing payment of debts. The list of judgment sum- 
monses will swell to more and more portentous dimensions, 
and ultimately (unless some sueh alteration as that here 
advocated is made) these applications for commitment will 
occupy more than half the time of the judges, and com- 
pletely clog the judicial machinery of the county courts. 

‘‘ Judgment summonses, although perhaps the greatest, 
are not the only nuisance of this nature fostered by the 

resent system. Owing to that absence of pleadings which 
been before adverted to, an immense mass of business 
comes before the judge in which no legal question is in- 
volved, and the only matter for decision is whether or not 
the tradesman has dingel a fair price for his wares. The 
judges attempt, so far as they can, to get rid of this class of 
cases by suggesting references ; but where either party is 
obstinate, and declines to submit to arbitration, they have 
no help for it but to laboriously and elaborately consider 
matters which any practical tradesman might decide in the 
twinkling of an eye. Three or four lay assessors attached 
to each court might entirely clear the cause lists of all such 
questions as these, if it was once enacted that wherever the 
matter in dispute between plaintiff and defendant con- 
sists entirely of accounts or questions as to price, quantity, or 
value, the defendant shall be compellable to plead the same 
five clear days before hearing, and that the judge should 
thereupon have absolute power to remit the same to one of 
the assessors of the court. The trifling expense incident to 
this course would be amply compensated by the convenience 
and saving of time which would thereby accrue to the 
suitors. In the superior courts the utility of the discre- 





* Law Examination Journal, Michaelmas Term, 1869. 
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‘tionary power given some few years since to the judges, of 
referring questions consisting ‘substantially of matters of 
account’ to the sitting masters of the courts, has been 
universally acknow! ° 

‘‘ Descending from the judge to the registrar, a variety of 
details call for amendment, but these are for the most part 
so purely technical in character as hardly to bear discussion 
in this place. One great and crying evil, however, must be 
mentioned—the present system of taxing costs. Monstrous 
as if may appear to the uninitiated, the registrar is not 
bound to inform the losing party as to the time and place 
of taxation, and in many districts it is the reprehensible 
practice of the registrars to tax costs in the absence of the 
ery most affected. A case of this nature in one of the 

elsh courts, came pay within the writer’s experience. 
In that case an action was brought for an amount exceed- 
ing £20, the plaintiff and defendant living at a distance 
from each other, At the trial both parties were profes- 
sionally represented, and the plaintiff obtained a verdict. 
The first intimation as to the costs of the action received 
from the court was an order against the defendant for about 
£18 or £19 costs, with an intimation that unless the same 
were immediately paid, execution would issue. The 
registrar had taxed these costs without notice to and in the 
absence of the defendant and his attorney, and had allowed 
Fer! items which were clearly excessive and improper ; nor 
had he even supplied the defendant with a copy of the bill 
of costs, which was indeed only obtained after taxation 
through the courtesy of the solicitor on the other side. 
This happened just before the rising of the court for the 
vacation, and owing to that circumstance, and to the fact 
that the defendant lived some two hundred miles from the 
district in question, he was practically without a remedy. 
The iniquity of such a system as this is self-evident. It is, 
however, only fair to add that in many districts the 
registrars voluntarily do that which, the writer contends, 
« they should be compellable to do, and afford to the party 
who will have to pay the costs the opportunity of subject- 
ing them to a proper revision.” 

With regard to the question of the high bailiff and his 
duties, which form an important feature in the administra- 
tive department of the county courts, I have formerly ex- 
pressed a very strong opinion that in actions of debt the 
creditors, plaintiffs in the county courts, should have the 
option of personally serving their debtors. My reasons for 
coming to that conclusion were two-fold—the first being 
that, without being uncharitable, it is hardly possible to 
resist the conclusion that occasionally the underbailiffs and 
their assistants are wilfully blind to the whereabouts of 
debtors of whom they have any knowledge ; and the second 
being that, however honestly depend they may be they are 
themselves often subject to imposition from the fact of their 
being, at all events in the larger districts, necessarily unac- 
quainted in many instances with the persons whom they 
are about to serve. My views upon this subject, however, 
have since been modified. The temptation to commit perjury 
would, I am afraid, in too many cases be irresistible to 
fraudulently-disposed plaintiffs. ere the plaintiff to be 
allowed himself, or by his own agent, to serve the defendant 
it would soon be found that many unhappy defendants would 
have judgments entered against them without ever having 
been served with any summons whatever, and this notwith- 
standing the most stringent provisions that could possibly 
be devised for the purpose of establishing the fact of 
the service upon oath. It is true the defendant in all 
such cases would have the option of moving to rescind 
bevad 3p rng but this is a process which many of them 
would either be too poor, too ignorant, or too hard i 
to resort to ; and the consequence would be, I am fully con- 
vinced,an amount of inconvenience, of oppression, and of 
scandal, such as would be in no way compensated by the 
facilities which would thereby be, doubtless, afforded to 
honest plaintiffs. I have spoken thus at length upon this 
particuler subject, because I have, upon one or two occa- 
‘sions, publicly bat ggg a different opinion. My present 
impression, arrived at after much anxious consideration of 
the subject, is that whatever the inconveniences of the pre- 
sent system may be (and that they are many I can myself 
bear testimony to), it will on the whole be the lesser evil 
of the two to allow the service of county court summonses 
to rest with some responsible official. The present position 
of the high bailiff and his subordinates certainly requires 
re-consideration and re-adjustment. I have spoken to more 
than one of the county court judges upon the subject, and 





they have informed me of that which, but for their assur- 
ance, I could hardly have credited, namely, that the bailiff 
is not in any way subject to the control of the county court 
judge, beyond that phantom of authority which consists in 
the power of a judge to commit for contempt. A high bailiff 
is, practically speaking, responsible to no one except the 
head authorities in London. It would, I cannot but think, 
be very expedient to make the high bailiff either directly 
or indirectly subordinate to the registrar, and thus 
establish this principle—that every officer of the court 
should be ultimately responsible to his head and chief, the 
judge of that court. 

The consideration of this subject must necessarily depend 
upon the prior elucidation of two problems, which are now 
prominently before the profession. I allude to the question of 
the abolition of circuits, and the fusion of the two branches— 
solicitors and barristers. I intend to say, on this occasion, 
nothing upon either of these heads, except this—that, pre- 
suming the circuits are to be abolished (as to the expediency 
of which, asI have before said, I offer no opinion whatever), 
it is self-evident that the county courts will become the only 
local tribunals. This being so, a new code of practice will 
be of course engrafted upon a practically undefined and un- 
limited jurisdiction. But, taking the other side of the 
matter, and looking to the supposition that the present 
system of assizes and circuits is to be upheld, it seems to 
me (speaking with all possible deference) that the jurisdic- 
tion of the county courts must still be considerably extended 
before they can become thoroughly efficient. A few in- 
stances I will mention ; and, first, I am free to confess that 
the reason which still operates to exclude actions of breach 
of promise of marriage from the jurisdiction of the county 
courts has yet to be clearly defined to make it acceptable to 
the minds of many persons who have occasion to think upon 
the subject. I can quite understand that previous to Mr. 
Denman’s Act it was deemed inexpedient to allow the 
county courts to try questions in which very nice points 
of law with regard to evidence might arise; but now that 
breach of promise is relegated to precisely the same position 
as that occupied by any other action ex contractu, now that 

laintiff and defendant are allowed to go into the witness- 
a and depose to the facts of their own case, I can see no 
reason why the county courts should not try actions of that 
nature. On the other hand I see every day instances in 
which young girls of the poorer class of life have sustained 
grievous injuries at the hands of men in their own station ; 
whilst under the present order of things they are entirely 
unable to bring their wrongs before a court of justice, If 
the action of breach of promise of marriage is to be con- 
tinned at all, it certainly seems to me to be expedient to 
extend its pains and penalties to all classes of the com- 
munity. A seducer or a promise-breaker is no less a person 
to be visited by the strong arm of the law because he hap- 
pens to be dressed in fustian instead of broadcloth. 

The various actions of tort seem also to me to require to 
be brought within the cognisance of the connty courts, 
Why malicious prosecution should be excluded whilst false 
imprisonment is admitted seems to me to be very extra- 
ordinary, the more so as the line which separates the two 
is of the slightest possible description. I may mention 
as coming within my own experience a very recent case, 
where an action of false imprisonment was tried in one of 
the neighbouring county courts, when the presiding judge, 
although an eimioahe and well-read lawyer, was of 
opinion that the evidence disclosed an action for malicious 
prosecution, and nonsuited the plaintiff thereupon. On 
appeal to the Common Pleas, the Court in banco reversed 
the learned judge's decision, and that very eminent jurist 
and lawyer, Mr. Justice Willes, upon that occasion laid 
down a definition which Lad evidently escaped the learned 
judge who tried the case, as to the distinction which existed 

etween the two classes of actions ; but, although the pre- 
vious cases may not have fully established the distinction 
which really exists between malicious prosecution and false 
imprisonment, it does certainly seem to me that no satis- 
factory reason could be cited to show why they should not 
both be equally within the juste of the county courts. 

Another action which I think should be added to the 


jurisdiction is that of seduction, and this seems to me to be 
the more necessary, inasmuch as it is quite possible that the 
action may now be in reality tried in the county courts, 


though under a different name. I may explain what I 
mean by referring to the recent action tried at Cardiff, in 
which a person sued for damages for the abduction, or 
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rather for the enticement of his daughter. An action for 
enticement is, as Mr. Baron Channell, who tried the case 
observed, somewhat rare, but as it is clearly one of these 
actions which is not excluded from the jurisdiction of the 
county courts, I think it is at least open to some question, 
whether a man whose daughter or servant has been taken 
away by a seducer from his house may not be able to sus- 
‘tain a plaint in the county court for the enticement of his 
daughter, expressly waiving any seduction consequent upon 
or leading to such enticement. Now it seems to me, if my 
view is correct, that this is a very substantial reason why 
the action of seduction should be extended to the county 
courts, because it certainly would be a most monstrous 
anomaly to allow a plaintiff to maintain his action when his 
servant had been actually removed from his premises, and 
not to allow it in the still more gross case, where she has 
remained upon his premises and brought disgrace upon his 
family. Besides all this, as I have before said, in referring 
to the action of breach of promise of marriage, the reason 
seems hard to find why a person should be exempt from all 
the consequences of his wrongful actions because he is un- 
able to pay the costs of an expensive litigation. 

The last of the actions ex delicto to which I will allude 
are those of libel and slander, and although I am aware 
that many of the profession are of opinion that it would be 
undesirable to render the access to the courts too facile to 
those whose susceptibilities are wounded by mere words, it 
seems to me that whatever abuses the system might bring 
with it (and doubtless there would be found many specu- 
lative plaintiffs to bring unsustainable or trivial actions 
‘against substantial defendants), still the danger of allow- 
ing the poorer class of people such extreme license of lan- 
guage as the absence of any corrective in the shape of 
county court actions at present induces, appears to me upon 
every ground extremely undesirable. If prudence and 
decency, and regard for the feelings of others, do not deter 
a man from the use of violent, unjustifiable, and disgraceful 
language and imputations, a regard for his own small means 
and for the exposure and inconvenience which an action in 
his own neighbourhood, and upon the very spot where the 
slander originated may bring upon him, may serve to more 
effectually prevent such consequences. And again, the very 


fact of the action being tried in the immediate neighbour-. 


hood where the slander or libel originated, seems to me to 
be a very strong argument in favour of conferring upon the 
local courts jurisdiction in such cases. 

I regret if I have trespassed unduly upon your time in 
making these observations, or if I should appear to have 
been dogmatic where I earnestly desire to be only sugges- 
tive. But, whatever reception this paper may meet with at 
the hands of those who are so fully qualified to pronounce 
upon it,and whom I see around me, [ shall be happy if it 
only leads to some consideration of the matters which are 
embraced in it, and some of which certainly demand the 
serious attention of our common profession. 


LAW STUDENTS DEBATING SOCIETY. 


At the meeting of this society, on Tuesday, the 22nd 
inst., Mr. L, Hunter in the chair, the question for discussion 
was No. 461 Legal— Is the dedication to the public of a 
right of way, subject to a right in the owner of the soil to 
plough it up at proper seasons, good in law ?” 

Mr. Hepburn opened the debate, and the question was 
decided unanimously in the affirmative. 








MANCHESTER LAW STUDENTS DEBATING SO- 
CIETY. 


A meeting of this — was held at the Law Society’s 
Rooms, on the 9th inst., W. H. Guest, Esq., in the chair. 
el arty = the question for di ion :—‘‘Ig it 
expedien amalgamate the two branches of the profes- 
sion?” Mr. Edwards and Mr. Bradshaw in the affirmative, 
Mr. Leigh and Mr. Grundy in the negative. After some 
discussion, the question was decided in the negative, by a 


ee: 

ordinary meeting of this society was held on Wednes- 

day, tho 23rd inst., in the Law Society’s Rooms, Manchester, 

G. F. Wharton , Esq,, in the chair. The question for 

discussion was,“ Does a warranty attach for the sale of 

goods in a shop out of London?” In the affirmative, Mr. 
orth and Mr. Sumner ; in the negative, Mr. Bowden and 


Mr. Rigg. The questiou was well discussed, and after the 
law regard to warranties had been elaborately explained 


by the Chairman, the question was put to the vote, and 
decided in the affirmative by a large majority. 





LIVERPOOL LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING 
SOCIETY. 


At a meeting of this Society held on Tuesday, the 17th 


day of November inst., Mr. Alsop in the chair, Mr. T. E. 


Paget, the Liverpool District Prothono’ of the Com- 
mon Pleas at Lancaster, read a paper entitled “The Married 
Women’s Property Act, 1870.’ A discussion followed on 


the same, in which several of the members took part. Mr. 
Paget in replying, drew the attentiou of the members to 
the advantage they enjoyed over other country law stu- 
dents, in having local courts for the administration of equity 
and common law situate in their midst, and likewise to the 
facilities offered of learning practical conveyancing, by rea- 
son of the diversity of tenure which existed in and around 
Liverpool. A vote of thanks to Mr. Paget concluded the 





business of the evening. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
CANDIDATES WHO PASSED THE FINAL EXAMI. 
NATION. 


Michaelmas Term, 1870. 


Name of Candidate. 


Argyle, Thomas, jun. ......+. 
Ascroft, Alfred Edward ...... 
Atter, Edward ........ eaten cata 
Badger, Arthur Sydney ...... 
Bailey, Edward Horsman ... 
Baker, William Martin ...... 
Bayliffe, Alfred ......... 
Bickerton, Joseph Jones...... 
Bird, Henry Lyster............ 


Block, William Chandler ... 
Bownass, John Titterington 
Bradley, Alfred Matthew ... 
Brodribb, Uriah Bower, B.A. 
Broughall, Robert ......+..+4 
Browne, George Richard ... 
Browne, Leonard Drage...... 
Burton, Thomas 
Campbell, James Charles ... 
Cant, Edward ...... ...... i 
Carslake, John Barham, B.A. 
Chapman, Stanley 
Charlton, John Charles 
Clarke, Henry Charles ...... 
Cockburn, William Hunter 
Coward, Ceci] Allen 
Crosby, George ....-.+0+...+ 
Daniel, Henry Beauchamp... 
Davies, Evan, M.A............. 
Davies, Richard 
Davis, Edward Amphlett ... 
Deedes, Bouverie....... age 
Dimond, Charles Baker ...... 
Dowling, Thomas Skipton... 
Downes, Edward 
Eagles, Edward Duncombe... 
Engall, John Anthony 


Essery, Albert ........ Reeth ci 


seeeee 


Evans, Arthur .............ss006 
Ewing, John Ducker ........ 
Farebrother, Francis Edwin 

Essington .........ccecees eve 
Gaisford, Edward Sands ...... 
Gardner, Cuthbert ............ 
Gee, Thomas.....ccee..sssereevee 
Greaves, Benjamin ............ 
Green, Edwin 





Cece eee eeneeeee 


Gurdon, Vero William . 
Hall, Charles Jobn ............ 
Hamond, Thomas Astley 

Horace, B.A, 
Hannan, James ........++++40 
Hanne, Thomas Arundell ... 
Harvie, Arthur Gough......... 


eee e meee eeeereeee 


To whom Articled, Assigned, &e. 


T. Argyle. 
R. Ascroft. 


A ey. 

E. H. ‘Adcock ; G. Becke. 

C. P. Wood. 

A. 8S. Hurford. 

G. W. C. Dean; C. F. Roe 
binson. 

B. P. Grimsey. 

J. H. Taylor ; J. Fisher. 

H. Barker. 


H. Davies. 

J. A. Wild. 

J. W. H. Crane. 

W. Stewart. 

G. W. R. Wainwright. 
E. L. Pugh. 

J. H. B. Carslake. 

T. Goffey. 

H. C. Fox ; W. Adams, jun. 
R. Clarke. 

J. W. Howlett. 

G. Thomas. 

J. Kilby; T. W. Goldring. 
A. Cox. 

W. R. Smith. 

J. H. Hill. 

M. Curtler. 

B. J. L. Frere. 

C. J. Dimond. 


R. H. Horne. 

J. H. Clifton; G, L. King ; 
W. Plummer. 

G. E. Digby. 

J. Bridgman. 


W. D. H. Ochme. 

W. Gaisford. 

J. Calloway. 

T. G. Edwards. 

B. Burdekin, jun. 

W. J. Paterson ; J. Y. Pater- 
son. 

J. F, Robinson. 

J. Hall. 


H. W. Birch. 

C. E. Bretherton. 
R. N. Howard. 
0. L, Hills. 
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Name of Candidate. 
= Edward William, 
Hoarfield, Thomas ‘Ward ... ha 
Hickman, William John 
ae ates 

ohn Brayne ur 
Houle, Edward Holroyd 
Howell, Frederick Robert ... 
Jackman, Ed 
Johnson, George William .. 
Jakes, Ewart ......ccc0s ceeee 
Kittow, Richard . beak 


Labron, Thomas, jun.......... 
Lane, Francis Cecil.........+0. 


ion. i aver) Shipley . heneue 
Lidiard, John ..........00..000s 
Lowe, William......scccsc.csese 
Lucas, Charles ..........0..00066 
“aah William Henry C Cort- 


Manis y eer. on 

ty, Henry yton “se 

Marfleet, John ..........esseeess 

Marples, — Living- 
stone ...... 

Martin, Phillip pb es 

Maton, Leonard James, ‘BA. 


aeeeee 


Morris, Charles Edward ...... 
Nelson, Joseph Dunn ......... 
Newborn, George 

Ollard, Walter Farmery... Rsoebs 
Pacy, George ... angie os 
Peon Semveat Wells ......... 
Pattrick, Charles James ...... 
Peckham, William ...... eeskxt 
Phillips, George Herbert ... 
Piesse, Francis Edmund .. 
Plant, Edward Henry ...... ee 
Pritchard, Thomas Lee: 

man ... te 

Richardson, Henry 
Richardson, Thomas Foulds 
Robinson, Raisbeck Welford 
Sainsbury, George Edward 





Salmon, Edward Augustus 
Sandford, Henry .. 
Satow, ‘Samuel 
Mason wecsscceessessseeeeees 
Senior, Joe. ......ccesssesecseces 
Shacklock, Thomas Harvey 


Shillitoe, Francis ....... paaiiees 
Sinnock, Henry Charles...... 
Smith, Castle canta sae 
Smith, Radcliffe William... 
Smith, Seddon Bowman ..., 
Smyth, Thomas Henry .. 

Soutter, Henry Oldham B. % 
i Fr we © William 

tevens, George gee 

Summerhayes, Thomas Chas. 
Swayne, William Henry ... 
Terry, John Frederick ...... 
Toller, Richard Seddon ... .. 
Turner. William ...... san ame 


Walker, Edward Robinson... 
Lae goo ee. jneaeeans 


- Augustus 


war Henry Cave ......... 
Wenn, Lionel Arthur... .. 
Williams, Thomas Chris- 


topber COO ee eee eeereeeeenreree 


To whom Articled, Assigned, &c. 


E. W. Haslewood ; F. Turner. 
J. Hearfield, jun. 
W. Hickman. 
W. F. Holcroft. 
J. Tatlock. 
. J. Follett. 
D. Rees 


. 
a W. H, Barbe. 
= . Stilebard. 


ells. 
. Gibson; R, E. Moore ; 
s W. ‘Wilson. : 


T. V. Roberts, 
W. Blackmore. 
R. R. Dees. 

C. Adderley. 


B. Burdekin, jun. 
M. S. Tatham. 
J. Mackrell. 


Hu. " Godwya. 

J. P. Shepherd. 

H.S. L. Hussey; C. Mere- 
dith, jun. 

L. Morris 

E. Whitworth ; C. Fiddey. 

T. Taylor. 

W. L. Ollard. 

T. W. Denma 

J. FB. Thursfield ; 2 a8 
Faweett. 

C. E. Ward. 

R. Peckham. 

S. Hall. 

S. P. Freeman; F.C, Piesse. 

B. Evans. 

H. D. Pritchard. 


J. P. Shepherd. 

W. Tilly. 

J. H. Boiton, 

ae Gibbs, jun.; T. W. 
ibbs, sen. ; . Pil \. 

H. A. Salmon, “_ 

S. Potter? 


J. Hollams ; G. Thomas. 
. Harrison. 

T. H. seer (deceased) ; 
H. M. Burt 


J. J. Stokes. 
F. Venn. 

J. Rooker ; T. Paine. 
W. Radcliffe. 

D. Evans. 

N. Learoyd. 

F. Weatherall. 

W. H. Tillett. 

H. B. Miller. 

W. D. H. Oehme. 

C. E. Deacon. 

J. Terry. 


T. Middleton ; R. W. 
Litchfield. 
J.J. P. Moody ; R. Rowell. 
R. Heaton. 
W. G. . 
W. A. W 
B. P. Cstuoer. 


W. D. Davies, 


ae asete 





eye 


3 “Name of Candidate. To whom Articled, “Assigned, &c. 


Wilson, John Henry ......... T. F. Inman; W. Stacey. 
Winkworth, George Cecil .. S. Busby. 
Winter, Edwin... y W. H. Ashurst. 


Woodman, Thomas s Benjamin W. & B. Woodman. 





CALLS TO THE BAR. 

Mippite Tempie, Nov. 17.—Archibald Brown, M.A., 
University of Edinburgh, and B.A., Christ Church, Oxford: 
holder of a certificate of honour awarded by the Council of 
no Education in Trinity Term, 1870; Charles John 

e, B.A., University of London, and of the Irish Bar ; 3 
Sohn n MacDougall Joy, of Trinity College, Dublin; Henry 
Bampton, B.A., Christ’s College, Cambridge, and B.A. 
Trinity College, Oxford; Francis Henning Pain, LL.B., 
Trinity Hall, Cambridge ; George Randolph Kennedy, 
B.A., Brasenose College Oxford; David Sutherland, 


Charlies Eugene Velge, Richard J ames Quin, B.A., LL.B., 
Trinity College, Dublin ; Charles William Hoskin, Edwin 
Pears, LL.B., University of London, Exhibitioner in Con- 


stitutional Law and egal History, July, 1870; William 
Channell Bovill, Edwin Bathurst, William Meigh Goodman, 
B.A., University of London; Arnold de Beer Baruchson, 
Edward Morehead Wood; Alfred Beamish, B.A., Trini 
College, Dublin; Frangois Stanislas Edoard Pelte; "Ed 
Walker Brandard Malkin Hance, LL.B., University of Lon- 
don, Esqs. 





GENERAL EXAMINATION OF THE INNS OF 
COURT. 

General Examination of Students of the Inns of Court, held 
at Lincoln’s-inn Hall, on the 28th, 29th, and 3lst 
October, and the Ist November, 1870. 

The Council of Legal Education have awarded to John 

Garforth Cockin, Esq., Lincoln’s-inn, a studentship of fifty 

guineas per annum, to continue for a period of three years ; 
pone William Brice, Esq., Inner Temple, an exhibition of 
twenty-five guineas per annum, to continue for a period of 

three years; William Bowen Rowlands, Esq., Gray’s-inn, a 

certificate of —— by wen class; and to be er oe 

Appleton, Richar omas Burney, Esq. (inclu 

Hindu law, a Dennis Fitzpatrick, Esq. (including Hinds 

law, &c.), Henry William Gibson, Esq. — in Hindu 

law, &c., only), Richard Luck, , Cornelius Carden 

Masters, Esq., Charles James Tarring, Inner Temple ; 

John Harry Boome, Esq., Walter Mytton Colvin Esq., 

Henry Anselm ~< Colyar, -» Charles Coleman Dillon, 

Esq., James hton : -» Edward Walker 

Brandard Malkin : ees Esq., Charles William Hoskin, 

John Edwin Howard, Esq. (including Hindu law, 

Pai George Charles Kilby, _ Benjamin Law, Esq., 

James Henry Nelson, Esq. (including "Hindu law, &c.), 

Edwin Pears, Esq., Middle Temple; Thomas Maitland 

Gibson, Esq., George Knox, Esq., Samuel Lee, Esq., Edward 

— Roscoe, Esq., Lincoln’s-inn ; and George Welby 

Esq., Gray’s-inn, certificates that they have satisfac- 
oie passed a public examination. 


ADMISSION OF ATTORNEYS. 


NOTICES OF ADMISSION. 
Hilary Term, 1871. 


(The clerks’ names eaprer in small capitals, and the attorneys to whom 
articled or assigned follow in ordinary type.) 


Ber Wiruram—H. Chester and F. J. Chester, 86, 
Newington. 





butts 

Arnotp, Winu1aM Newatt—J. Arnold, Birmingham 
Ascrort, ALFRED Epwarp—R. Ascro Ascroft, Preston 

Baitey, Epwarp Horsman—E. ar 5, Berners-street 
Baker, Goprrey ALEXANDER—W. Cookson, 6, New- 


uare 
Bane, Wir11am Martm—E. H. Adcock, Cambridge ; and 
G. Becke, 21, Bedford-row 
BaRBER, Henry Tuompson—H. Barber, i . 
Bayurrrs, ALFRED—C. P. Wood, 6, Raymond-buildings 
Bicxserton, Josspn Joun—aA. s. Herford, Oxford and 
Furnival’s-inn 
Birp, Henry Lyster—G. W. C. Dean, late of 27, New 
Broad-street ; and C. F. Robinson, 65, Basinghall-street 
Back, AxTHur—J. M. Teesdale, 6, Frederick’s-place 
Buocx, Wituiam CHanpLER—B. P. Grimsey, Ipswich 





Broapsant, Wittian—W. Toy, Ashton-under-Lyne 
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Burpett, Josian—H. Wood, Manchester f 
Carstaxk, JouN Baruam—J. H. B. Carslake, Bridgwater 
Canter, Joun Stepuens—W. Huggins, Exeter 

Ciarxz, Henry Cuartes—R. Clarke, Shrewsbury 
Cozzotp, Ernest Gzorce—T. L. Reed, Downham-market 
Cocxrury, Wintram Hunter—J. W. Howlett, Brighton 
Cooper, James Antis—T. E. Layton, 47, Gresham-house 
Corrock, Ot1veEr—H. Coppock, Stockport 

Cox, Tuomas Atrrep—Willoughby & Cox, 13, Clifford’s- 


inn 

Crospy, Georce—J. Kilby, Banbury ; and T. W. Goldring, 
57, Chancery-lane 

GunnincHAM, Pcrcey Burperr—A. Warner, 7, Golden- 
square 

Daniet, ArrHuR Henry—M. L. Daniel, Ramsgate; and O. 
F. Daniel, Ramsgate 

Davies, Grorce CuristopHer—C. E, Sabine, Oswestry 

Davis, Epwarp Ampuitetr—M. Curtler, Worcester 

Derves, Bovyerte—B, J. L. Frere, 28, Lincoln’s-inn-fields 

Dispixn, Rosert Wiruram—S. A. Ram, 23, Red Lion- 
square 

Donn»itHoRNE, Nicuoras—T. Lamb, Andover; and G, M. 
Clements, 60, Threadneedle-street 

Eacizs, Epwarp Drncompe—J. Evans, 10, John-street 

Ence.., Joun AnrHony—R. H. Horne, Staines 

Evans, Anrour—G. E. Digby, Maldon 

Evans, Witt1am Epwarp—T. W. H. Hallam, Bristol; and 
R. W. Griffith, Cardiff 

Evans, Joun—J. Shaw, Tamworth 

Finter, Wittiam AntHony—J. Nanson, Carlisle; and W. 
B. James, 23, Ely-place 

Fincu, Georce Henry—-G. Brady, 61, Carey-street 

Frirp, Georce Pottock—H. Nicol, 88, Queen-street 

GatsrorD, Epwarp Sanps—W. Gaisford, Berkeley 

Garin, Gzorce Richarp—W. Thompson, Oxford 

Garpyer, CurupertT—J. Callaway, Canterbury 

Ger, Toomas—T. G, Edwards, Denbigh 

Gossett, Montague CaLtLawAy—M. Gossett, Coleman- 
street 

Gov tp, Gzorce Domett—R. W. Head, Exeter 

GREAVEs, Joun Broox—C. L. Coward, Rotherham 

Green, Epwin—W. J. Paterson, 7, Bouverie-street; and 
J. Y. Paterson, 7, Bouverie-street 

Gaueser, Henry Josepu—-T. Knowles, Coventry 

Hamonp, Tuomas Astitey Horace—H. W. Birch, 68, 
Lincoln’s-inn-fields 

Harrison, ALEXANDER, jun.—H. Hawke, Birmingham 

Harvie, ArrHur Govcu—O. L. Hills, 30, Great James- 
street 

a, Tuomas Warp—J. Hearfield, Kingston-upon- 
H 

Hences, Francis Epwarp—C. Hedges, Wallingford 

Hicxes, Wi11i14M ALEXANDER JARDINE—H. M. Phillips, 10, 
Old Jewry-chambers 

HostaGz, Joun Brayne Antuur—J. Tatlock, Chester 

Howet, Frepsrick Rosert—I. D. Rees, Aberdare 

Hucues, Atex. Mackenziz—E. T. Clarkson, Calne; and E. 
Tylee, Essex-street 

es Epwarp Wattrer—M. Hunnybun, Hunting- 

on 

Hype, Joun—W. B. Nelson, 11, Essex-street, Strand 

Inperson, Joun Kitson —B, Chadwick, Dewsbury 

Isaacson, Cuaries--J. F. Isaacson, 40, Norfolk-street, 
Strand 

Jukes, Ewarr—R. Wells, Kingston-upon-Hull 

Kay, Witriam—T. Swarbreck, late of Thirsk; C. M. 
ae Thirsk; and G. Brodrick, 9, Bow-church- 
yar 

Kenpauu, Enwarp Joun—F. Wilton, Gloucester 

Kinkezap, Richarp Evan Joun—R. G. Tucker, Tiverton; 
B. Harcourt, Austinfriars 

Liprarp, Joun—A. Walker, 13, King’s-road 

Lippiz, Marx Anruoyy—A. Digby, 13, Clement’s-lane 

Linpse.t, Epwarp Barzer—T. J. Hooper, Biggleswade ; 
and J. A. Iliffe, 2, Bedford-row 

Lioyp, Exnest—E. C. Morley, 59, Mark-lane 

Lowr, Witutram—H. Atkinson, Manchester 

Lucy, Joun—J. Stallard, Worcester 

Macvowatp, John—T. T. Vizard, Dursley 

Manow, Wittiam Henry CortLanpr—T. V, Roberts, 2, 
St. Mildred’s-court 

Maser Henny Cravton—R. R, Dees, Newcastle-upon- 

'yne 
Maxzewart, James Wuatzy—R. Hall, Lancaster 





Marp.es, 
Sheffield 

Meakin, Henry Myers—H. Godwin, Newbury 

Mipptemwore, Ricuarp—W. Blackmore, Liverpool 

Ming, Naruaniet—N. C. Milne, Temple 

Narene, Cuantes Guyon—C, F. Fisher, Ventnor; and 0, 
Burney, 40, Chancery-lane ; 

Oates, CHaRLES Henry—C. M. B. Veal, Great Grimsby 

Oeitvig, James Fivtay—G. Kewney, North Shields 

Outtve, Epmunp—W. C. Cruttwell, Frome 

Paptey, Artuur Aveustus—H. K. Hebb, Lincoln 

Pearson, Tuomas Francis—J. Gray, Whitby 

PorriesTone, Joun Luscompe—B. Starling, 9, Gray’s-inn- 
square 

Procror, Ratpw Wuirraker—H, Ackerley, Wigan 

Pyxe, Wii11amM—J. Rooker, Bideford; and F. J. Cotton, 7, 
Bedford-row 

Ropcers, Cuarzzs, jun.—C. Rodgers, sen., New Sleaford 

Sapter, Ricuarp Hurst—T. 8S. Eddowes, Sutton Coldfield 

Satmon, Epwarp Aveustus—H. A. Salmon, Bristol 

Scores, Geo, Matruzew Cory—A. C, Scholes, Rugby-cham- 
bers 

Surturtor, Francis—J. J. Stokes, 82, High-street, South- 
wark 

Srynocx, 
Temple 

Sizes, Clement Locke—C. W. Moore, Tewkesbury 

Smiru, CastteE—J. Rooker, Bideford; and T. Paine 47, 
Gresham-house 

Srateut, ArtHUR ATHELSTANE—R. 8. Charnock, 8, Gray’s- 
inn; and F, M. Russell, 4, Bedford-row 

Summeruays, Tuomas Cuartes—W,. D. H. Ochme, 221, 
Gresham-house 

Tasman, WiLL1am James—E. Lowther, 26 and 27, Fen- 
church-street 

Taytor, Atrrep—A. Parkin, Epworth 

Tempte, Frepertck—J. P. Robinson, Liverpool 

Tuomas, CuarLes GoopHART MAxtone—E, Newman, Yeovil 

Tuorne, Henry Krxc—L. T. Bencraft, Barnstaple; and 
J. R. Church, 9, Bedford-row 

Tourer, Richarp Seppon—R. Toller, Leicester 

Truman, Percy Paitre—F. Burton, Nottingham 

Vant, JAMES Henry—W. Hartley, Settle 

VERNON, JoHN—J. Morris, 6, Old Jewry 

Wace, Grorcre Richarpvp—G. Wace, Shrewsbury 

Warsurton, Francis—R. Heaton, Burslem 

Watson, Barctay FretpeEr—B. F. Watson, Lincoln’s-inn- 
Fields 

Wikis, Witt1am—L. J. Deacon, Peterborough 

Wis, Montacve Sarcenson—T. Micklem, 13a, Gresham- 
street west 

Wooneate, Ernest—W. Woodgate, 1, Raymond-buildings ; 
and H. W. Purkis, 1, Lincoln’s-inn-fields 

Wnricut, ALYrED WiLLIAM Green—W. N. Marcy, Bewdley; 
and W. D. Marcey, Wellington 

Wricut, Joun Kentisu—R. D. Darbishire, Manchester 

Youn, James Henry—E. Fisher, Ashby-de-la-Zouch 

Hilary Term, 1871, pursuant to Judges’ Orders, 

Boypett, Georgz Ricuarp—J. Powell, Chester; J. R. 
Wood, Woodbridge 

Foyer, Cuartes Epwarp Stuart—H. P. Bowling, Essex- 
street 

Hitt, Henry Tuomas BunsAmMin—H, Wood, 65, Basing- 
hall-street 

Isaacson, Hunert Tykrewu pe Sturevitte—W. P. Isaac- 
son, Newmarket ; and M. 8. Longmore, Hertford 

Hilary Vacation, 1871. 

Acron, Freperick—W. A. Richards, Nottingham 

Cook, James Witt1AM—W. Evans, 72, Coleman street 

Cronsuey, CHARLes Witt1am—J. Reed, Mildenhall ; and 
W. O. Wedlake, 3, Mitre-court 

Curr, Herpert—cC. Cuff, St. Martin’s-lane 

Gotpinc, Horace Eywarp—H. W. Birch, 68, Lincoln’s- 
inn-fields 

Locke, Ernest Darron Burroven—C, M. Lee, Salisbury 

Lovexnnorovucu, Atsert Epmunp—T, Loughborough, 23, 
Austinfriars 

Macarruvr, James Ropert—G. A, James, 22, Essex-street ; 
and R. J. Macarthur, 22, Essex-street 

Pues, Tuomas— D, Rosser, Aberdare 

Smita, Henry Geoncre—J. Atter, Stamford; and J. E. 
Atter, Stamford 

Wanz, Henry—R. Palin, Shrewsbury 


Bensamin Livineston—B. Burdekin, jun. 


Henry Onartes—F. Venn, Paper-buildings, 
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COURT PAPERS, 


COURT OF CHANCERY. 
Srrimncs arrer Micuartmas Ter, 1870. 


LORD CHANCELLOR. 


Lincoln’s Inn. 
Friday, Dec, 2 { ym petns, 
Saturday .. 3 
Monday .... 5 
Tuesday .... 6 > Appeals. 
Wednesday 7 
Thursday .. 8: 
Friday ...... 9..App. mtns. & apps. 
Saturday ..10 
Monday ....12 
Tuesday....13 > Appeals. 
Wednesday .14 
Thursday ..15 


Friday ....16..App. mtns. & apps. 
Saturday ..17 

Monday ....19 } Appeals. 

Tuesday ....20 

Wednesday .21.. Petitions & apps. 
Thursday ..22,.App. mtns, & apps. 


MASTER OF THE ROLLS. 
Chancery-lane. 


om The First Seal.— 
Friday, Deo. 2 { steno. & gen. pa. 
Petns., sht. causes, 
Saturday .. 3{adj. sums., and 
general paper. 
Monday .... 5 
Tuesday .... 6 » General paper. 
Wednesday . 7 J Pa Pepa 
e Secon — 
Thursday .. 8 Mtns. & gen. pa. 
Friday .... 9..General paper. 
Ptns., sht, caus., 
Saturday ..10{adj. sums, and 
general paper 
Monday ....12 
Tuesday....13 ? General paper. 
Wednesday..14 va. Tabs bead 
e eal.— 
Thursday ..15 {Sith & gen. pa. 
Friday ....16..General paper. 
Petns., sht. caus., 
Saturday ..174 adj. sums., and 
general paper. 
Monday ....19 
Tuesday ....20 » General paper. 


Wednesday..21 
Thursday ..22 ng oe 


LORDS JUSTICES. 
Lincoln’s Inn. 


Friday, Dec. 2..Appeal motions. 
Petns. in lunacy, 
Saturday .. 3; bankrupt apps., 
& appeal petitions. 
Monday.... 5 


Tuesday.... 6 

Wednesday. 7 Appeals. 

Thursday .. 8 

Friday .... 9..Appeal motions. 
Petns. in lunacy, 

Saturday ..10{ bk. appeals, and 
app. ptns. 

estes oe “ne 

uesday.... 

Wednesday .14{ Appeals 

Thursday ..15 

Friday..... .16.. Appeal motions. 
Petns. in lunacy, 

Saturday ..17 —_ apps., and 
ap petns. 

Monday ....19 

Tuesday ....20) Appeals. 


Wednesday .21 
Thursday ..22,,Appeal motions. 





V. C. Stir JOHN STUART. 
Lincoln’s Inn. 
Friday, Deo. 2 ith, ‘and causes, 
Saturday .. 3 Te Stee, 
Monday .... 5 
Tuesday.... 6} Causes. 


Wednesday . 7 a - 
e Secon Seal.— 
Thursday .. af Mtns. & causes. 


Friday .... 9..Petitions & causes. . 


Saturday ..10..Sht. causes & caus, 


15 § The Third Seal.~ 
a Mtns. & causes. 
Friday...... 16,.Ptns. and causes, 
Saturday ..17..Sht.causes & caus. 
Monday ....19 
Tuesday ....20 > Causes. 
Wednesday .21 


The Fourth Seal. — 
Thursday ..22 | site & causes. 


Vv. C. Sin RICHARD MALINS. 
Lincoln’s Inn. 
‘ The First Seal.— 
Friday, Dec. 2 { Stas & gen. pa. 
Ptns., sht. caus., 
3{adj. sums., and 
general paper. 
Monday .... 5 


aoe . General paper. 


The Second Seal.— 
Thursday .. 8 {Tiras & gen. pa. 
Friday...-.. 9,.Petns. & gen. pa. 
Saturday ..10 py 1 bm : 
Monday ....12 


Tuesday....13 i General paper. 
Wednesday, .14 Seis onic tates 
e Third Seal.— 

Thursday 15 { Mtns. & gen. pa. 
Friday .. Sage ay & gen. anf 

ht. causes, j. 
Saturday ..17 a, ! & gen. pa. 
Monday....19 


Tuesday... 0] General paper. 


Wednesday .21 The FourthSeal 
2 e Fou —" 
Thursday ..22 { Mtns, & gen. papr. 


V. C. BACON, 


Lincoln’s Inn. 
sa The First Seal.— 
Friday, Dec. 2 {ins & gen. pa. 
etns., sht, caus. 
Saturday .. 34 adj. sums, and 
ener: q 
Monday .... 5,.In Baabreptey. 
Tuesday.... 6 General 
Wednesday.. 4 ae ee 
Thursday .. 8 ee 
Friday... ecg 
+» Sht, caus. 
Saturday ..10{ adj. ~ gums and 
gene r. 
bose rest Bankreptey. 
uesday....13 
Wednesday. ,14 } General paper. 
The Third Seal.— 
Thursday ..15 Mtns & gen. pa. 
+++el6..General paper. 
Ptns., sht. caus., 
Saturday ..17 4 adj, —— and 
gene’ r. 
ea te on pod all 
uesday eoced 
Wednesday .21 } er paper. 
he Fourth Seal.— 
Thursday ..22 Mtns. & gen. pa. 


Saturday .. 


Friday 


Such days as the Lords Justices shal! be engaged in the Full Court or 
at the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council, are excepted. 


At the Rolls, unopposed petitions must be presented and — left with 


the Secretary,on or before the Thursday preceding the 
which it is intended they should be heard; and an 
tended to be heard as short causes must be so mark 


turday on 
causes in- 
at least one 


clear day before the same can be put in the paper to be so heard. 
N.B.—In Vice-Chancellor Stuart’s Court no cause, motion for decree, 


or further consideration can, except by 


order of the Court, be 


marked to stand over if it be within twelve of the last cause or matter 
in the printed paper of the day for hearing. 
Any causes intended to be heard as short causes before either of the 
ice-Chancellors must be so marked at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be so heard, 





QUEEN’S BENCH. 

This Court will on Saturday, the 26th, Monday, the 28 
and Tuesday, the 29th days of November instant, h 
sittings, and will proceed in disposing of the cases in the 
new trial, special, and Crown papers, and any other matters 
then pension, and will also hold a sitting on Saturday, the 
10th day of December next, for the purpose of giving judg- 
ments only. 


LANCASHIRE WINTER ASSIZES, 1870. 

The commissions for holding these assizes will be opened 
at Manchester, on Thursday, the 1st of December, and at 
Liverpool, on Saturday, the 10th of December. 

By an order made by the judges at the Liverpool Sprin 
Assizes, 1868, ‘‘ for facilitating the entry of causes for trial 
at future assizes for the southern division of this county, 
and for the more convenient arrangement of the business of 
such assizes ” [See 13 S. J. 62]. 

In pursuance of the above order, causes for trial at 
Manchester and Liverpool can be entered provisionally at 
the office of the prothonogary of the Court of Common 
Pleas at Lancaster at Preston, as follows, viz. :—Causes for 
trial at Manchester, on Friday, the 25th November, and 
daily thereafter, until Tuesday, the 29th November, inclu- 
sive, between the hours of ten o’clock in the forenoon and 
four o’clock in the afternoon; and causes for trial at 
Liverpool, on Monday, the 5th December, and daily there- 
after until Thursday, the 8th December inclusive, between 
the above-mentioned hours. 

The entry of causes at Manchester and Liverpool respec- 
tively, will commence at the assize courts, Manchester, and 
St. ear Hall, Liverpool, immediately after the opening 
of the commissions, and will close at nine o’clock in the 
evening on the commission day. 

The Court will sit at ten o'clock in the forenoon, at 
Manchester, on the day next following the commission day ; 
and at Liverpool, at ten o’clock inthe forenoon, on the 
Monday next following the commission day. 

The trial of special jury causes will commence at Man- 
chester, at ten o’clock a.m., on Tuesday, the 6th December ; 
and at Liverpool, at ten o’clock e.m., on Thursday, the 15th 
Touma and not earlier, unless the Court shall otherwise 
order. 

A list of causes for trial at Manchester and Liverpool 
respectively, each day (except the first), will be exhibited 
in the corridor of the court and in the library. 








THE ABORTIVE LAW REFORMS. 

Our readers will doubtless remember that the commission 
appointed in 1867 to investigate the system of English judi- 
cature, made a report (vid. 3 Am. Law Rev. 785) recom- 
mending sweeping changes, which were briefly these : Ist. 
The fusion of law and equity. 2nd. The consolidation of alk 
the superior courts into one tribunal. For the purpose of 

ing out these recommendations, the Government (by 
the Lord Chancellor) introduced into the House of Lords at 
its last session, two bills, known as the High Court of Justice 
Bill, and the Appellate Jurisdiction Bill. Besides these, a 
number of other measures were introduced into Parliament 
to carry out necessary reforms in various branches of the 
law. ‘There was a Land Tenure Bill, a Judicial Committee 
Bill, a Primogeniture Bill, a Maritime Law Consolidation Bill, 
an Elections Bill, to say nothing of one or two others that 
were promised, but not introduced. There was also a Pub- 
lic Prosecutor’s Bill (which was not, however, under govern- 
ment superintendence), designed to do away with the system 
of private prosecutions. They have all failed, partly through 
bad management, and partly through want of time. One or 
two measures of minor importance passed. As to the yi 
Court of Justice Bill and the Appellate Jurisdiction Bi 
their failure is to be attributed in a great measure to bad 
drafting, for there seems to be a most remarkable unanimi 
of sentiment in favour of the — of the bills. In su 
a matter opposition might be fairly expected from the courts 
whose antique vie itis proposed to obstruct; but strange 
to say, all the common law judges, sixteen in number, gave 
in their formal adhesion to the proposed reforms. In matters 
of detail, they did not go with the Government, but when it 
has come to this, that the principle is conceded, all the rest 
will follow sooner or later. Itis admitted on all hands that 
the proposed reforms will ultimately be carried 
Indeed, conservatism seems to have lost heart in land ; 
Vice-Chancellor Malins is the only judge on either bench 
who gives out that he will resist @ /outrence in the good 
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old-fashioned way. He says that all attempts to fuse law 
and equity are as futile as attempts to unite the army and 
navy would be. There is a ‘‘ natural” distinction between 
the two, and he will never believe in their becoming one 
until he has seen armies operating at sea, and ships sailing 
over the dry land.—American Law Magazine. 





AMERICA—REFORM IN DIVORCE PRACTICE. 


It appears that the Chicago (U.S.) Bench have determined 
to put down if ible the scandals in divorce prac- 
tice which have been notoriously so rife in that and other 
Western districts. According to the Chicago Legal News of 
15th Oct., Jameson, C.J., after reading some new rules de- 
signed to secure more probity in divorce practice, said :— 
‘*The judges have authorised me to call the attention of 
the Chicago bar to certain legal advertisements appearing 
from time to time in the Chicago papers. 

‘‘ The advertisements referred to appear to be inserted by 
members of the Chicago bar, and are to the effect that 
divorces will be procured without publicity, and for a small 
charge, and that if no decree be obtained, no charge what- 
ever will be made. To this is sometimes added a statement 
of the number of divorces obtained by the advertiser within 
the last few years. 

‘‘It is the unanimous opinion of the judges that advertise- 
ments of this kind are insulting alike to the bar and to the 
bench of this county. This had been felt for some time 
by the judges individually, but until called by the new 
Constitution to act in some respects in concert, no fitting 
occasion had before occurred for joint action on the 
subject. I am authorised to state that if any advertisement 
of the character indicated shall hereafter appear in the 
Chicago or other papers touching the practice of the law at 
this bar, an effort will be made to ascertain who the adver- 
tiser is, and such lawful action will be taken as shall 
promise most effectually to put a stop to the scandal.” 

The Chicago Legal News adds the following :—Judge 
Jameson and all the other judges are in earnest in this 


matter, and are determined that their courts shall not be | 


the resort for the purpose ef obtaining fraudulent divorces. 
The provisions of our statute in — to divorce are full as 
tringent as those of most other 

reputable practice of divorce shysters that has given our 
State such a bad name in regard to divorce cases, and made 
it the resort of persons from other States for the purpose of 
obtaining fraudulent divorces. Under our statute no per- 
son can legally obtain a divorce except on the ground of 
impotency, a prior marriage, adultery, wilful desertion for 
the space of two years, conviction of felony or other 
infamous crime, extreme and _ repeated cruelty, or 
habitual drunkenness for the space of two years; 
and then only when the complainant has_ resided 
in the State one whole year previous to filing his or her bill 
of complaint, unless the offence or injury complained of was 
committed within this State, or whilst one or both of the 
parties were resident in this State. 

This phrase divorce ‘‘ shysters”’ is new to us.—Ep. 8.J.] 





PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


RAILWAY STOCK. 























Shrs. Railways. Paid, | Closing prices. 
Stock) Bristol and Exeter ......scsssesssssssessesssees 100 87 
Stock) Caledomian.......cossessessseeessessereecseseerseeee| 100 77h 
Stock} Glasgow and South-Western ...,, 100 114 
Stock | Great Eastern Ordinary Stock ,, 100 37 
Stock | Do., East Anglian Stock, No. 2 100 7 
Stock! Great NOrthern .secsssseesseeeeeeees eve} 100 1214 
Benek).. Does A BROGKP > - sic ove.cntice ove centse conveneseses 100 131 
Stock) Great Southern and Western of Ireland) 100 _— 
Stock) Great Western—Original ......seseov» eos} 100 674 
Stock} Lancashire and Yorkshire ....,...c.0s0e0+ 100 131 
Stock) London, Brighton, and South Co: see} “100 39) 
Stock] London,Chatham, and Dover., 100 1 
Stock} London and North-Western.,, 100 12 
Stoek| £yndon and South-Western 100 89 
Stock) Manchester,Sheffield, and Linc v+»| 100 434 
Stock) Metropolitan... giratuashitagmab cette 100 

BAERS TEUMIAID. ‘ocsnaspscse tp conscascoontons.scnavacosiekpeett TOO 1204 
Stock)  Do,, Birmingham and Derby .isc.ssse0s 108 95 
Stock! North British ... — +» | 100 32h 
Stock! North London ...... 100 116 
Stock) North Staffordshire 100 614 
Stock! South Devon .. | 100 48 
Stock) South-Eastern sesceiss.sesesceesesee CRORE a 109 73 
StOCK] Ta Valesisssssssssssssrersersesrerseessecsecseseeree | 100 165 














tates, but it is the dis- | 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 
Last Quotation, Nov. 25, (870. 

From the Official List of the actual business transacted. } 
3 per Cent, Consols, 92§ Annuities, April, ’85 
Ditto for Account, Dec. 1, 92g Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 
3 per Cent. Reduced 914. Gx Bills, 21000, — per Ct.10 p m: 
New 3 per Cent., 91¢ Ditto, £500, Do ~ 10 pm 
Do. 34 perCent., Jan, ’94 Ditto, £100 & £200,— 10p m 
Do. 24 per Cent., Jan. ’94 Bank of England Stock, 44 per: 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. ’73 Ct. (last half-year) 232 
Annuities, Jan. ’80— Ditto for Account, 





INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 
(ndia Stk.,10$p Ct.Apr.’74,209 | Ind. Enf.Pr.,5 pC,,Jan.’72 100 





Ditto for Account Ditto, 54 per Cent., May,’79 106} 
Ditto 5 per Cent.,July,’80 112 Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 
Ditto for Account, — ane, "64 — 

Ditto 4 per Ceat., Oct. ’88 1004 Do. Do ,5 per Cent., Aug. ’73 103: 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates, — Do. Bonds, 4 por Ct., £1000 20 pm: 





Ditto Enfaced Ppr., 4 per Cent. 904) Ditto, ditto, under £1000, 20 pm 





Money MARKET AND City INTELLIGENCE. 


We remarked last week that the prices of ten days forward 
hung at that time in the diplomatic ce. The same may be 
said to day. We do not know whether or not England may have 
to go to war with Russia. If it is to be war, prices will be 
lower ; if peace, higher. These are the couditions of the future. 
Meanwhile, throughout the week the markets had crept gra- 
dually upwards until the last day, when somewhat of a panic 
set in upon rumours adverse to . We may remind the 
reader that if war is to be the upshot, the first rush downwards 
will prices lower than the average level they will maintain 
during the war. 








JuRIDICAL SocreTy.—The next meeting will be held on 
Wednesday next, when Mr. H. R. Droop will read a paper on 
“ The Relations between an Invading Army and the Inhabitants, 
and the Conditions under which Irregular Combatants are En- 
titled to the same Treatment as Regular Troops.” Mr. West- 
lake will preside. 





ESTATE EXCHANGE REPORT. 


AT THE MART. 
Nov. 24.—By Mr. DALe. 
' Nos. 24 to 28, Park-terrace, Mile-end-road ; term, 66 years ; net 
rental, £82 12s. Sold £520. 
No. 11, James-street, Mile-end ; freehold ; let at £16 18s. Sold 
£166. 


By Messrs. Bray, Wess & Hart. 
Freehold house, No. 27, Duke-street, Bishopsgate-street ; let 
at £49 8s. Sold £360. 


By Mr. GrorcEe GouLDSMITH. 


Freehold houses, with shops, being 38, 39, and 40, Wych-street; 
let at £82 per annnnm. Sold £1,020. 
By Messrs. Hernine & Son. 

' Freehold family residence, situate at Brixton-rise, with stabling 
&c., pleasure grounds of two acres, also a meadow of 6a. 3r. 
3p.—sold £12,000 ; a freehold ground rent of £64 per annum, 
secured on premises known as Glendwr Ho’ Brixton- 
rise—sold £1,600; a freehold ground rent of £30 8s. per 
annum, on 3, aad Fgh Houses—sold £765; a freehold 
rent of £30 15s. 6d. per annum, on 4, Gwydyr Houses—sold 
£810; a freehold ground rent of £66 5s. per annum, secured 
on Nos. 1 and 2, Gwydyr Houses, Brixton—sold £1,720. 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 

HERAPATH—On Nov. 15, at 1, Kidbrooke-park, Blackheath, 
the wife of E. J. Herapath, Esq., barrister-at-law, of a 
daughter. 

MatuamM—On Nov. 21, at Park View House, Oxtord, the 
wife of George Mallam, Esq., solicitor of a daughter. 

Woopv—On Nov. 21, at ‘The Holme, Rochford, Essex, the wife 
of Geo. Wood, jun., Esq., solicitor, of a son, 

MARRIAGES, 

RosEeRts—JonEs—On Nov, 16, at the parish church of Clan- 
faglan, John Hugh Roberts, solicitor, Dinas, Carnarvon, to 
Gwen Bodvel, eldest daughter of the late David Jones, Esq., 
of Cefnycoed. 

DEATHS. 


Grpson—On Nov. 17, Jane Sarah, the wife of William Gib 
son, solicitor, of 64, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London, in her 58th 





PorominAt the Grove, Fox-lane, Upper Norwood, George 
Price, solicitor, of Fenchurch-buildings, City, aged 68. 
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LONDON GAZETTES. 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies. 
FripayY, Noy, 18, 1370. 
UNLIMITED In CaaNnceny. 

Third Saint Peter’s Money Company.—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented Nov 15, directed to be heard belore the Vice-Chancellor of the 
Duchy of Lancaster, at the Assize Courts, Manohester, on Nov 28 at 
10. Slater & Co, solicitors for the petitioners, 

LimrrEep In CHANCERY. 


Bridlington Quay Alexandra Hotel Company (Limited).—The Master of 
the Rolls has fixed Nov 30 at 11, at his chambers, for the appointment 
of an official liquidator. 

La Mancha Irrigation and Land Com (Limited) .—Petition for 
winding up, presented Nov 17, directed to be heard before Vice-Chan- 
cellor Malins on Dec 3. Wedlake & Letts, Mitre-ct, Temple ; ‘agents 
for Deakin & Dent, Wolverhampton, solicitors for the petitioners. 

Stowmarket Paper Making Company (Limited).—The Master of the 
Rolls has, by an order dated Nov 14, ordered that the voluntar: 
winding up of the above company should be continued. Kimber 
Ellis, Lombard-st, solicitors for the petitioners. 

Tugspay, Nov, 22, 1870, 
Uniimitap i CHaNceEsrY. 

Nevada Freehold Properties Trust.—Vice-Chancellor Bacon has, by an 
order dated Nov 12, ordered that the above trust be wound up by 
this court. Mercer & Mercer, Copthall-ct; Bellamy & Strong, Bishops- 
gate-st, solicitors for the petitioners. 

North and South Wiltshire Junction Railway Company. —Petition for 
winding up, presented Nov 18, directed to be heard before Vice-Chan- 
cellor Malins on Dec 3. Manning, Gt George-st, Westminster, soli- 
citor for the petitioner. 

Lrm1tTep tN CHANCERY. if 

Baugparah Tea Estates Company of Assam (Limited).—Vice-Chancel- 
lor Bacon has, by an order dated Nov 12, ordered that the voluntary 
winding up of the above company be continued, but subject to the 
supervision of this court. Lumley & Lumley, Old Jewry-chambers, 
solicitors fer the petitioners. 

Merioneth Slate and Slab Company (Limited).—Petition for winding up, 
presented Nov 21, directed to be heard before Vice-Chancellor Wick- 
ens at St. George’s Hall, Lpool, on Dec | at 10. Partington & Allen, 
Manch, Solicitors for the petitioners. 

Orwell Oyster Fishery (Limited),—Petition for winding up, presented 
Nov 16, directed to be heard before the Master of the Rotts, on Dec 
3. Freeborn, Bucklersbury, solicitor for the petitioner. 

Universal Private Telegraph Company (Limited).—The Master of the 
Rolls has, by an order dated Nov 14, ordered that the voluntary 
winding up of the above company be continued, but subject to the 
supervision of the Court. lis, Lombard-st, solicitor for the peti- 


tioners. 
STANNARIES OF CORNWALL. 
TursparY, Nov, 22, 1870. 
Wheal Hope Mining pen oy Saag Vice-Warden of the Stamnaries, 
0) 


A v 14, ordered that the above company 
be wound up by this Court. Paul, Truro, petitioner’s solicitor. 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Fripay, Nov. 18, 1870, 

Burch, John Percy, Milford, Wilts, Gent. Dec 15. Smith» Burch, V.C. 
Malins. Cobb & Smith, Salisbury. 

Burton, Wm, Green Dale, Stafford, Grocer. Dec 9. Mellor » Hurst, 
M.R. Daniel, Cheadle. 

Seymour, Chas, Purton, Wilts, Yeoman. Dec15. Harris » Seymour, 

-R. Pratt, Wootton Bassett. 

Summers, Eliz, Rhyl, Flint. Dec 15. §S sv S 3, M.R. 
Sisson & George, Rhyl. 

Sutcliffe, Jas, Newlands-in-Wariy, York, Woolstapler. Dec3. Sutcliffe 
» Richardson, V.C. Bacon. Hill & Smith, Halifax. 

Varney, John, Walmer-rd, Carman. Dec3. Mann wv Ashdown, V.C. 
Malins, Lydall & Sweeting, Southampton bldgs, Chancery-lane. 

Tuespay, Noy. 22, 1870. 

Chapple, Wn, Barbican, Glove Manufacturer. Dec 20. Chapplev Parr, 
V.C. Bacon. Farrar & Farrar, Godliman-st, Doctors’ -commons. 

Chapple, Wm John, Barbican, Glove Manufacturer. Dec 20. Chapple 
e Parr, V.C, Bacon. Farrar & Farrar, Godliman-st, Doctors’-com- 


mons. 
Clarke, Robert Eagle, Thetford, Suffolk, Gent. Dec 20. Langford v 
Clarke, V.C. Bacon. Eyre, John-st, Bedford-row. 
rd-Bowes. Barnard, Finchley-rd, Esq. Dec 20. Crooke » Greatheed, 
V.C. Bacon. Bowker, Bedford-row. 
Pettingell, John Christie, Kingston-upon-Hull, Wine Merchant, Jan 2. 
Kidd # Pettingell, V.C. Malins. Levett, Kingston-upon-Hull. 
Skelton, Joseph, Boston, Lincoln, Farmer. Dec 16. Skelton » Ealand, 
V.Cc. 8, Walker & Co, Alford. 


Greditors under 22 & 28 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Faipay, Noy. 18, 1870. 
Bayley, Jas, Knowle, Warwick, Coal Master. Jan 31. Duignan & Co, 


Walsall. 
— Ann, Newport, Isle of Wight, Hants, Widow. Jan 10. Mew, 


ewport. 
Oman Chas, Carisbrooke, Isle of Wight, Hants, Ironmonger. Jan 10. 
lew, Newport. 
Christie, John, Kingston-upon-Hull, Spirit Merchant. Dec 31. Levett 
& Champney, Hull. 
wee ba Newcastle-on-Tyne, Spinster. Dec 31, Leadbitter, New- 
castle-upon~’ ‘ 
oa Seen Birm, Paper Dealer. Deo 20. Allcock & Milward, 


Eyes, Fredk Robinson, Lpool, Book Keeper. Dec 18. Clare, Lpool. 
Gray, Hannah, York, Splaster. Feb 1.’ Walker, Yok. 














Harding, John, Leintwardine, Hereford, Coachman, Dec 31. Avery, 
Gloucester. 


Hern, Aaron, Hamerton, Huntingdon, Farmer. Dec 9. Hunnybun, 
Huntingdon. 

Hinde, Thos Edward, Brussels, Belgium, Major-General. March 16. 
Tooke & Co, Bedford-row. 

Hodgson, Joseph, Leeds, Gent. Feb 1. Markland & Davy, Leeds. 

Kay, Robert, Heap, Bury, Lancaster, Esq. Jan 20. Lingards & 
Rowell, Manch. 

Leech, Thos, Newmarket, Lancaster, Yeoman. Dec 23. Clayton, 
Ashton-under-Lyne. , ; 

Mitchell, Eliza, Riversdale, Devon, Widow. Dec 19. Cookson & Co,. 


New-sq. 

o’Sulliva.s, Rev. Michael, Chatham, Kent. Jan}. Arnold, Gravesend. 

Packe, Vere, Mont Video, South America, Gent. Febl. Birch & Co, 
Lincoln’s-inn-fields. poe 

Parsons, Edmund Pendred, Gt Dunmow, Essex, Relieving Officer. Dec- 
8. Wade & Co, Dunmow. . 

Purrier, Catherine, Devizes, Wilts. Dec 30. Booty & Butt, Raymond- 
bidgs, Gray’s-inn. 

Quin, Richard Robert, Torquay, Devon, Rear-Admiral. Dec 20. Wal- 
ters & Co, New-sq, Lincoln’s-inn. 

Smirthwaite, David, Wakefield, York, Esq. Feb1. Fernandes & Gill, 
Wakefield. 

Topp, Margaret, Bolton, Lancaster. Widow. Jan 1. Greenhalgh, 
Bolto; 


mn. 
Wilson, Alex Andrew, Poole, Dorset$ Gent. Jan 10. Rutter, Symonds-- 
inn, Chancery-lane. 
TususpayY, Nov. 22, 1870. : 
Allsopp, Chas, Leicester, Gent. Jan 20. Macaulay, Leicester. 
Ansell, Walter Meadows, Calicut, South India, Solicitor. Dec 3l.- 
Nicol, Queen-st, Cheapside. 
Belcher, Thomas, Gnosall, Stafford, Farmer. Jan 14, Heane, New- 


port. 
Burmester, Huntly, Weston-under-Penyard, Hereford, Esq. Dec 24. 


Cameron, Ross. ¢ : 

Clarke, John, Heigham, Norwich, Farmer. Dec8. Winter & Francis, 
Norwich. 

Collis, Robert, Gwydyr Houses, Brixton, Merchant. Jan 2. Dawes & 
Sons, by gy Throgmerton-st. 

Dewhurst, Thos, Claytou-green Lancaster, Gent. Dec 21. Charnley & 
Co, Preston. 

Durbin, Geo, Weston-super-Mare, Somerset, Commander R.N. Jan 6. 
Birch & Co, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Evans, John, Court Farm, Lilanwenog, Cardigan, Gent. Dec 31. Eyre 
& Co, John-st, Bedford-row. d ; 
Fisher, Mary Ann, Heigham, Norwich. Dec20. Winter & Francis, 

Norwich. 


Gill, Wm, Huddersfield, York, Yeoman, Jan 2. Sykes, Huddersfield. 
Harrison, Gilbert, Southport,Lancaster, Gent. Dec 31. Gregory, Lpool. 
Jewkes, Mary, Smethwick, Stafford. Widow. Jan3l. Danks, Birm. 

Marks, Edwin, Hanley, Stafford, Accountant. Jan 5. Tennant, Han- 


ley. ‘ 
Morley, Richard, Horsham, Sussex, Gent. Dec 31. Medwin, Horsham. 
Nelson, Hy, Old Broad-st, Merchant. Jan 11. Freshfields, Bank~ 
bl 


Newman, Thos, Hertingfordbury, Herts, Miller. Dec 24. Spence & 
Hawks, Hertford. 

Olive, Comley, Clifton, Bristol, Esq. Jan 20. Abbott & Leonard, 
Bristol. 

Piper, Wm, Harborne, Stafford, out of business. Jan 1. Smith, 
Birm. 

Rabling, Wm, Camborne, Cornwall, Gent. Dec 31. Downing, Red- 


rath, 

Reid, Geo, Santo Antonio Estate, Brazil, M.D. Dec24. Uptons & Co, 
Austinfriars. ¢ 

Stainforth, Edmund, Mount Vale, York, Esq. Feb!. Walker, York. 

Stevens, Martha, Pembroke-sq, Kensington. Dec 31. Shepheard & 
Son, Lower Phillimore-pl, Kensington. 

Stoveld, John, Stedham Hall, Sussex, Esq. Dec3l. Albery & Lucas 
Midhouse. 

Thompson, Wm, Felsted, Essex, Butcher. Dec 24. Johnson, Great 
Dunmow. 

Wait, Rey Wm Piguenit, Bournemouth, Hants. Jan 20. Abbot & Leo- 
nard, Bristol. 

Ward, Jane, Maiden-lane, Covent-garden. Dec 31. Stokes, Chancery- 
1 


lane. 
Wellum, Eliza, Wilson’s-bldgs, White Hart-st, Kensington. Dec 29. 
Lever & Son, Bedford-row. : 
Westlake, Jas, Bristol, Baker. Dec 3i. Abbot & Leonard, Bristol. 
Wilcke, Thos Wm, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Seedsman. Deo 31. Char- 
tres & Youll, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 
Wilson, Geo Barton, Tabernackle-walk, Fins bury, Carpenter. Dec: 17, 
Baker & Co, Crosby-sq. 
Bankrupts. 


Frupay, Nov. 18, 1870. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Essex, Fredk, & Burton Gibbs, Vauxhall-walk, Rug Manufacturers. Pet 
Novl7, Pepys. Nov 29 at 12.30. 
Farquhar, Sir Minto Walter Townsend, Coleherne-rd, Earl’s-ct, Bromp- 
ton, Bart. Pet Nov 16. Haslitt. Nov 30 at I. . 
Mabson, John, Paxton-ter, Anerley-road, Norwood, Dealer in Sewing 
Machines. Pet Novl5. Pepys. Nov 29 at 11. 
To Surrender in the Country. 

Bamford, Robt, Deene, Northampton, Farmer. Pet Novl4. Gaches, 
Peterborough, Nov 29 at 12. 

Blackburn, Wm Doughty, & Edwd Pawson, Edge-hill, Lpool, Common 
Brewers. Pet Nov 15. Watson. Lpool, Dec 5 at 2. 

Davies, John, Llandilo, Carmarthen, General Merchant. Pet Uct 29. 
Lloyd. Carmarthen, Nov 29 at |. 

Foster, Jas, Dudley, Worcester, General Dealer. Fet Novi4. Walker. 
Dudley, Dec 1 at 2. 

Forder, Jas,& Wm Forder, Thurton, Norfolk, Cordwainers. Pet Nov 
15. Palmer. Norwich, Nov 30 at 11. 
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Harmsworth, Geo, Surbiton Hill, Surrey, Wine Merchant. Pet Nov 11. 
Bell. Kingston, Dec 1 at 3. 
Jarrett, Richd, Mickleton, Gloucester, Carrier. Pet Nov 14. Fortescue. 


Banbury, Nov 29 at 3. 
Meioiiona>. 3 , John, Lpool, Merchant, Pet Novl4. Watson. Lpool, 
‘ov 30 at 
McIntosh, Donald, Coeester, Essex, Draper. Pet Nov 12. Barnes, 
Col Dec i2at i 
Ridings, Edmund, & Thos meow Lpool, Merchants. Pet Nov 10. 


Watson. Lpool, Dec l at 

— John Ford, Plymouth, — Corn Dealer, Pet Nov 16. 

Pearce. East Stonehouse, Dec 2 at 11. 

Syers, Geo Augustus Fredk, ey a Upper Norwood. Pet Oct 
12. Rowland. Croydon, Dec | at 3 

Thomas, John, Briton Ferry, Glamorgan, Draper. Pet Nov 16. Morgan. 
Neath, Nov 29 at ll. 

Smith, Fras, Bristol, Horse Hair Manufacturer. Pet Nov 14, Harley. 
Bristol, Nov 30 at 12. 

Warden, Jas, St Ase, Cornwall, Miller. Pet Nov 16. Chilcott. 
Truro, Dec 3 at } 


TuespaY , Nov. 22, 1870. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 


Bowler, John Edmunds, es, * sears aks eats out of business, 
Pet Nov19. Roche. Dec5 

a Alfd, Soy by soteaaih -hill, Accountant. Pet Aug 6. 

Spring-Rice. Dec 8 at 12. 
To Surrender in the Country. 

Booker, Eliz, poem; Derby, Grocer. Pet Novi7. Wake. Chester- 
field; Dec 15 at 

Dunn, Wm, Srantetsh, re “rare Butcher. Pet Nov 18. Mor- 
timer. Newcastle, Dec 6 at 

Hullock, John Chas, lds Grocer. Pet Nov 18. Phillips. 
Kingston- upon-Hull, Dec 3 at 12. 

Lubke, Christoph Theodor, Gt Yarmouth, Norfolk, Coal Merchant, Pet 


Nov19. Chamberlin. Gt Yarmouth, Dec 9 at 12. 

Marsh, Thos, Newport, Salop, Plumber, Pet Nov 18. Spilsbury. 
Stafford, Dec Sat 11. 

Miller, Hy, & Edwin Miller, Garston, nr Lpool, Shipbuilders. Pet Nov 
19. Watson. Lpool, Dec 8 at 2. 

Muskett, John, Mattishall, Norfolk, Miller. Pet Nov 17, Palmer. 
Norwich, Dec 5 at 12. 

Rawlins, Robt, Whitchurch, Hants, Esq. Pet Nov 12. Wilson. Salis- 
bury, Dec 3 at 2. 

Tunstall, Nathan, Lpool. Pet Nov 17. Watson. Lpool, Dec 6at 2. 

Ward, Jas, Lpool, Cattle Salesman. Pet Oct 27. Watson. Lpool, Dec 


7 at 2. 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Frivay, Nov. 18, 1870. 
na. Fredk Arundel, Gt Russell-st, Bloomsbury, Engineer. 
ov 16. 


Shaw, Thos Jefferson, Over Darwen, Lancashire, Gent. Nov 14. 
TvEspay, Nov. 22, 1870. 

Johnson, Jas, Folkestone, Kent, Innkeeper. Nov 15. 

Watts, Thos Seager, Kent-st, Borough, Grocer. Feb 4, 


Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Farway, Nov. 18, 1870, 
Aman, Godfrey Joachim, Lpool, Cotton Broker. Dec 6 at 2, at office of 
+2 i , Banner & Son, North John-st, Lpoo!. Lace, Banner & C 0, 
poo 
Ayliff, Edwd Geo, Alfred-p| West, Thurloe-sq, South Kensington, At 
— Dec | at 3, at offices of Lawrance, Plews & Co, Old 
ewry 
Bavin, Peter, Farnham Royal, Upper Kennington-lane, Builder. Nov 
26 at 12, at office of G. Tanner, Blackman-st, Southwark. 
Bayles, ob, Cotherstone, York, Innkeeper. Dee 13 at 12, as offices 
of J. W.& C. Hunton, Richmond, 
Brown, Wm, Nottingham, Attorney-at-Law. Nov 28 at 12, at offices of 
G. Herbert, Weekday-cross, Nottingham. Wood, 
Burgess, Arthur Wellington, New Corn Exchange, Corn Merchant, 
Dec 2 at 4, at offices of Young & Sons, Mark-lane. 
Caplin, Geo, Denman-st, Golden-sq, Carman. Nov 30 at 2, at office of 
Ditchman, Margaret-st, Cavendish-sq. 
a= — Batley, York, Saddler. Nov 30 at 3, at offices of J. Ibberson, 
wsbury. 
Cherry, Saml, & Luke Cherry, Redbourn, Hertford, Drapers. Dec 2 at 
~ at the Chamber of Commerce, Cheapside. Davidson & Co, Basing- 
all-st. 
Clark, Kobert, Alexander-ter, Alexander-rd, Kilburn, Licensed Vi c- 
o's Dec 6 at 3, at office of Nash, Field & Layton, Suffolk-lan e, 
non-st 
Clelow, Geo, Lambeth-walk, Boot Manufacturer. Dec}5 at 12, at office 
e 5. Sey: Ball’s-pond-rd, Islington. Pope, Ball’s-pond-rd, Is- 
ing 
Corbet, Thos, Stourbridge, Worcester, Saddler. Nov 23 at 11, at the 
Court of Stourbridge, in lieu of the place originally named. 
cola m, jus, Sheffield, York, Manufacturing Chemist, Dec 5 at 1}, 
ce of Binney & Son, North Church-st, Sheffield. 
Court, John, Sturry, Kent, Builder. Dec 1 at 11, at the Fountain 
contin el aa aa ce 
r as t, Broc! orfolk, Grocer. Nov 30 at 12, at 
"J. B. Coaks, Bank-plain, Norwich. " ey 
Crotty, —_ Pentonville-rd, Stay Manufacturer. Dec7 at 12, at offices 
of W.J. White, King-st, Cheapside, Peckham, Gt Knightrider-st, 
Dories, Dovid, Aberdare, Gia 
Vv’ v re, aes Draper. Dec 2 at 11, at the 
County Court Office, A be berdare. Roser, Aberdare. : 
Denton, John, Po mpeg Builder. Dec 2 at 2, at the Terminus 
Harel, Cannons. Harrisons, Walbrook. 
Dow n Armstrong Lpool, Grocer. Dec 2 at 3, at offices of Thorn- 
ley & Heaton, Hatton-garden, Lpool. 





Dupree, John Francis, Leather-lane, Holborn, China Dealer. Nov 26 at. 
12, at offices of J. Ed Bush- 

Eley. Matthew, Cheapside, Tie Manuiacturer. Nov 30 at 11, at the- 
Guildhall Coffee-house, Gresham-st. Morris. 

Evans, Geo, Whimplebury, Stafford, Miner. Nov 30 at 12, at offices of. 
I. Glover, Park-st, Walsall. 

Freeston, John, Louth, Lincoln, Tailor. Dee | at 11, at office of J. H, 
Pa Town-hall, Louth, 

French, Hy Theophilus, Old Change, Warehouseman, Py 6 at 2, at 

offices of Love & Minton, Gresham-st. Rooks & Co, King st, 


Chea; 

Gillam, Isaac John, Crondall, Southampton, Surgeon. Dec | at 12, at 
office of H. Potter, Farnham 

Greenwood, Susannah, Rochdale, a. Widow. Dec | at Il, at 
Office of J Standring, The Bulls, Rochdak 

Harris, Wm, Blantyre-st, Chelsea, ‘Billiard atom Nov 29 at 3, at office 
of E. F. Marshall, Hatton-garden. 

Hart, Lemon, & David Hart, George-st, Tower-hill, Wine Merchants. 
Dec 12 at 11, at the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham-st. Elmslie & Co, 


st. 

Haward, Chas, St John’s-common, Clayton, Sussex, Grocer. Nov 30 at: 
2s ie offices of Smith, Fawdon, and Low, Bread-st, Cheapside. Lamb, 

righton. 

Heald, John, Potovens, nr Wakefield, York, Horse Dealer. Dec 1 at ti, 
at office of R. Barratt, Barstow-sq, Wakefield. 

Holden, Wm, Blackburn, Lancaster, Grocer. Dec | at 11, at office of 
P, F, Turner, King-st, Blackburn. Swift, Blackburn. 

Hume, David, Fairfoot-rd, Bow, Builder, Nov 28 at 2, at offices of. 
Harper, Broad & Manby, Rood-lane. 

Jobns, John, Swansea, Glamorgan, Taiior. Nov 29 at 2, at offices of H. 
Morris, Rutland-st, Swansea. 

Jones, Robt, Manch, Comm Agent. Dec 1 at 3, at offices of Sale, Ship-- 
man, Seddon & Sale, Booth-st, Manch. 

King, Dani Willis, Strood, Kent, Engineer. Dec 1 at 3, at offices of J. 
Copland, Edward street, Sheerness. 

Lea, Michael, and Saml Fretwell Lea, Lpool, White Coopers. Nov (and 
not Dec as erroneously printed in last Gazette) 28 at 2, at office of 
vole Upodl Banner, & Son, North John-st, Lpool. Tyrer, Smith & 
Kenion, L; 
ach, dis, fa, Rawoalle, York, Farmer. Dec3at 10, at the Downs 
‘Arms, 

Leaver, Charlotte, Holloway-rd, Confectioner. Dec 2 at 2, at office of. 
Edw wards, Layton, & Jaques, Ely-pl, Holborn, 

Littlewood, Benj, Sowerby Bridge, York, Tobacconist. Nov 30 at 11, at 
offices of Holroyde & Smith, hea side, Hali 

Lord, Alice, Heywood, Lancaster, oiner. Nov "30 at 3, at offices of 
Grundy & Co, Heywood. 

Loud, Jas, Grant-rd, Battersea, Builder. Nov 28 at 3, at the Free- 
masons’ Tavern, New Wandsworth. Pain, Winstanley-rd; Battersea. 

Manning, John, Birm, Tailor. Nov 30 at H, at offices of M. A. Fitter, 
bennett’s-hi'l, Birmingham. 

Martin, John, Uckfield, Sussex, Grocer. Nov 29 at 12, at offices of 
Smith, Fawdon, & Low, Bread-st, Cheapside. Lamb, Brighton. 

Mayers, "albert Clement, Stafford, Boot Manufacturer. Dec 5 ut 12, at 
office of T. L. Brough, St Mary’s-pl, Stafford. 

Miller, Robt, Kingston-by-Sea, Sussex, Sailmaker. Dec 2 at 2, at office 
of W. Greaves, Brighton. 

Moffat, John Hope, Albion-p!, London-wall, Merchant. Dec 5 at 2, at 
offices of Walters & Gush, Finsbury-circus. 

Myers, Jas, Louth, Lincoln, Dealer in Berlin Wool. Doc | at 2, at 
Dolby’ s Hotel, Queen’s Head-passage, Newgate-st. 

Nash, Geo, Frome, se Plumber. Nov 30 at 4, at offices of 
McCarthy, King-st, From 

Pain, Chas John, Ryde, Isle of Wight. Nov 30at 12 at office of Hearn. 
& Fardell, Ryde. 

Palmer, Fredk Hy, Hollington-st, Camberwell, out of business. Dec 5 
at 2, at offices of Birchall & Rogers, Southampton-bldgs, Chancery- 
lane. Nind, Basinghall-st. 

Park, Thos Coulson, Middle Rainton, Durham, Grocer, Nov 30 at 10, at 
offices of W. Brignall, jun, Saddler-street, Durham. 

Parker, Geo, Sutton, nr Macclesfield, Chester, Cotton Spinner. Dec 6 
at 3, at offices of Boote & Edgar, George:st, Manch, 

Price, Edwin, Cardiff, Glamorgan, out of business. Nov Aes A 1, at 
offices of D. Blell ‘h St. John’s-chamb St. John-st, Cardi 

Ramsden, John, Hugh Ramsden, & Wm Ramsden, Wooldale, York, 
Woollen Cloth Manufacturers. Nov 23 at 11, at the White Swan. 
Hotel, Kirkgate, Huddersfield. Miller. 

Rich Thos tinck, Bury St Edmunds, Suffolk, Professor of 
Music. Dec 5 at 2, at the Angel Hotel, Angel-hill, Bury St Edmunds. 
Salmon & Son. 

Rogers, Wm, Bilston, Stafford, Locksmith. Nov 30 at 11, at offices of 
U. Stratton, King-st, Wolverhampton. 

Shippam, Joseph, & Geo Sargent, Nottingham, Fruit Merchants. Nov 
28 at 12, at the County Tavern, High-pavement, Nottingham. Belk, 
Nottingham. 

Simpson, Wm Fowden, Manch, Comm Agent. Nov 29 at 3, at offices of 
Sale, Shipman, Seddon & Sale, Booth-st, Manch, 

Sly, Jas, & Geo Yates Pyatt, Kingston- -upon-Hall, Tea Dealers, Nov 
26 at 1, at offices of Carlill & Burkinshaw, Parliament-st, Kingston- 
upon-Hull. Moss, Lowe & Moss, 

Snart, Thos Douthwaite Swift, Bourn, Lincoln, Basket Maker. Dec 2 
at 11, at offices of J. L, Bell, Bourn. Deacon, Peterborough. 

Spreckley Jas, Newark-upon ‘Trent, Nottingham, Painter. 1 at 12, 
at the Clinton Arms Hotel, Newark upon-Trent, Belk, Nottingham. 

Stanley, Hy Plant, Wysley Magna, near Walsall, Stafford, Draper. 
Nov 13 at 12, at offices of J, Glover, Park-st, Walsall, 

Surtees, Ann, Renhold, Bedford, Farmer. Nov 30 at 12, at offices of 
Whyley & Piper, Dame Alice-st, Bedford 

Taylor, Chas, Stratford, Essex, Piamber, Nov 30 at 3, at 42, Basing- 








hall st. ton, juv., Bow-rd, 
oe ee ton, Lancaster, Boot Maker. Nov 30 at 10, at offices of 
rdson & Deviiog, Wood-~st, Bolton. 
wily, "Tostah Geo, Old Kent-rd, Gent. Dec 5 at 2, at office of Woollan, 
Cheapside, everley, 


Turner, John Perryman, Camden-grove, Camberwell, Builder, Nov 29 
at 3, at offices of Hicklin & Washington, ‘Trinity-sq, Southwark. 
Turner, Winspear, Kin, ston-upon-Hull, Basket Maker. Nov 28 at li, 
at offices of Messrs, Keed, St Mary’s*chambers, Hull, 
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Walker, Robert, Median- ye Lower Clapton, Builder. Dec 13 at 4, at 
offices of Messrs. Webb, Austin-friars. 

Walton, Jas Hy, Birkbeckerd, t Upper Holloway, he ag Clerk. Deo 
1 at 12, at ices of T. S. Salaman, St Swi 

Webster, Jas, Shrewsbury, Salop, Parish Clerk. Des 6 at 3,at the 
George Hotel, Shrewsbury. by Seerery. 

Whitehead, John W: Wm, Princes- estminster, ra. Nov 30 at 12, 
at the Blackwall Railway Hotel, London-st, Marsh, Billiter-st. 

Wilson, Wm, Harmston, Linco! in, Farmer. Deo9 at 1l, at office of 
W. T. Page, jun., Silver-st, Lincoln. 

Wright, John Hy, Nottingham, Provision Dealer. Dec 2 at 12, at offices 

of D. W. Heath, St Peter’s Church-walk, Nottingham. 


Tusspay, Nov. 22, 1870. 
Altham, Thos, Bashall Eaves, York, Corn Miller. Dec 6 at 11, at offices 
f J. Eastham, Clitheroe. 


0 

Bilton, Hy, & Saml Bilton, Leeds, Joiners. Dec 7 at 11, at offices of 
North & Sons, East Parade, Leeds. 

Braithwaite, Thos, Halifax, York, Coach Builder. Dec 6 at 11, at the 
Great Western Hotel, Snow-hill Station, Birm. Holroyde & Smith, 


Halifax, 

Brigden, Geo, Birm, Wood Turner. Dec 1 at 11, at office of E. Allen, 
Union-passage, Birm 

Brown, Chas Pennington, Sevenoaks, Kent, Plumber. Dec 14 at 3, at 
offices of Sole, Turner & Turner, ‘Aldermanbury. 

Browne, Danl Chas, Lpool, Professur of Music. Dec 8 at 2, at office of 
J, P. Harris, Union-ct, Castle-st, Lpool. 

Burley, Geo, Birm, Baker, Dec 9 at 12, at offices of Reece & Harris, 
New-st, Birm. 

Buxton, Francis, & Geo Buxton, Thorpe, Derby, Farmers. Dec 10 at 12, 
atthe Green Man, Ashbourne. J. Smith, Derby. 

Cheetham, Robt, & Jas Cheetham, Oldham, Lancaster, Builders. Nov 
6 at 11, at the Swan Inn, High-st, Oldham. W. R, Olark. 

Cooper, Geo, Leeds, Cloth Manufacturer. Dec 5 at 3, at office of T. 


Simpson, Albion-st, Leeds. 

Corsbie, Joseph Webster, Penzance, Cornwall, Retail enue Dec 2 
at 11, at offices of W. Trythall, Clarence-st, Penzance. 

Daniel, Edwd Osmond, Swansea, Glamorgan, "Merchant. Dec 3 at 11, at 
offices of Field & Horne, Mount-st, Swanse. 

Davies, Wm, Ynisfaio, Glamorgan, Collier. ‘Dee 5 at 1, at offices of R. 
Thomas, Mill-st, Pontypridd. 

Dawson, Robt Waters, Burton-by-Lincoln, Lincoln, Farmer. Dec 3 at 
11, at offices of Toynbee & Larken, Bank-st, Lincoln. 

Donaldson, Thos, Leeds, Bootmaker. Dec 2 at 3, at the Wharton 
Hotel, Park-lane, Leeds. J. Walker. 

Edwards, Richd, Truro, Cornwall, Chemist. Dec 5 at 2, at offices of J. 
T. Trevena, Princes-st, Truro. 

Foulkes, Richd Tarrant, Salford, Lead Merchant. Dec 9 at 3, at offices 
of J. L. Hodgson, Cross-st, h. 

Fullagar, John, Northam, Sussex, Builder. Dec 6 at 11, at the Cinque 
Port Arms Hotel,{Rye, ‘Sussex. F. A, Langham, Hastin ngs. 

~. gs Rochester, Kent, Bootmaker. Dec 3 at 2, at office of 

Hayward, High-st, Rochester. 
api, Hy, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Auctioner. Dec 8 at Il, at the 
of C , Cheapside. Hodge & Harle, Newcastie-upon- 





hong ‘Wy, Balsall-heath, 9 pe Painter. Dec 8 at 11, at offices of 
E. Jaques, john Bradford. 

Habbiaaw, John, Bradford, Yoric, Stuff Manufacturer. Dec 3 at 11, at 
offices of Ferry & Robinson, Market-st, Bradford. 

Halstead, Hy, Leeds, Cloth Merchant. Dec 7 at 3, at office of T. Simp- 
son, Albion-st, Leeds, 

Hanns, W ym, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Publican. Dec 6 at 1, at offices of 
Morgan, st Mary-st, Cardiff. 

Haw, 0 a Tee Shoemaker. Dec 9 at 11, at offices of Mann & Son, 
New-st, 

Heary, John, Old Change, Papermaker. Dec 5 at 2, at offices of Halse 
& Co, Cheapside. 

Hughes, Thos, Bangor, Carnarvon, Master Mariner. Dec 8 at 3, at the 
Prince Albert Hctel, High-st, x. T. Foulkes, Bangor. 

Johns, John, Veryan Green, Cornwall, Butcher. Dec 7 at 3, at offices 
of Carlyon & Paull, Quay-st, Truro. 

Kemmis-Betty, Rowland Veitch, Swansea, Glamorgan, Merchant. Dec 
3 at 11, at offices of Field & Horne, Mount~st, Swansea. 

Killip, Jas, Lpool, Butcher. Des 6 at 2,at the Lpool La Law Association, 
Cook-st, Lpool. E. Cotton 1, 

Kirke, Tae » Clee, Lincola,, bole. Dec 2 at 3, at office of T, Moun- 
tain, Clethorpe-rd, Gt Grimsby, 

Ladley, Joseph, & John Dixon, pF Cloth Manufacturers, Dec 6 at 
3, at the Griffin Hotel, Boar-lane, Leeds. T. Simpson, Leeds. 

Latimer, Thos, Bradford, York, Stuff Manufacturer, Dec 3 at 11, at 
ofices of of Wood & Killick, Counmercial Bank-bldgs, Piece Hall-yard, 
Bradford 

Lewis, David, Bridgend, Glamorgan, Agricultural Implement Manufac- 
turer. Dec 5 at 1, at offices of © ase Thomas, Clarke & Co, Car- 
diff. Spickett & Price, Pont 

Lundy, Thos Evans, Cornhill, seotrialen. Dec 15 at 2, at the Masons’ 
= * amna Masons’-avenue, Basinghall-st. C. H, Saddler, Moor- 


wiiller, = Clark, Lpool,Comm Merchant. Dec 8 at 3, at office of J. 
L, Johnson, Unity- Lord- te Jaen. 

Martin, Thos, Bradford, York, ndraper. Lov 5 at 11, at offices of 
Lees, Senior, & Wilson, Aibignvet Kirkgate, Bradford. 

Miles, David, & Wm Waite, Worthing, Cabinet Makers. Dec 5 at 2, at 
offices of Hunter & Co, Coleman-st. H. Luckett, Worthing. 

Montgomery, Thos, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Coal Exporter. Dec 6 at 10, at 
6, Arcade-chambers, St Mary-st, jardiff. Yora 

Moses, Emanuel Fredk, Swansea, bm oes | Jeweller. Dec 15 at 2, at 
offices of S. A, Kisch, My ag ey Strand. 

Mott, John Wm, Potter's yom iddx, Florist. Dec 5 at 11, at offices of 
W. Haigh, jun, King-st, Cheapside. 

Nightingale, John 08, Genteevery, Whoelwright. Dec 2 at 11, at 
— ot Sankey, Son & Flint, Castle-st, Canterbury. Delasaux, Can- 
terbu 

Pagett, ‘Semuel, Park Brook, Walsall, | arerey Chartermaster. Dec 2 
at 2, at offices of J. Glover, Park-st, W 





Peters, = Cambridge-pl, Praed-st, Paddington, Carman. Nov 30 at 
3, at offices of W. Newman, Bucklersbury. 

Peters, Wm Hy, Chariesest, Hatton-garden, Wholesale Ironmonger. 
Dec 2 at 2, at offices of Hayles & Co, King-st, Cheapside. Truefitt, 
Essex-ct, Temp! le. 

Price, Thos, Bradley, Stafford, Shingler. Dec 5 at 10, at office of J. 
Stokes, Priory-st, Dudley. 

Prior, Wm, & Hy Prior, South Shields, Durham, Builders. Dec ¥at 2, 
at the Turk’s Head Hotel, Grey-st, Neweastle-upon-Tyne. 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne, for Dee, South Shields, 

Quay, John, Coventry-st, Bootmaker. Dec 8 at 12, at office of T. Bees- 
ley, Bedford-row. Kimberley, Gt J ames-st, Bedford-row. 

R ig, John Ebenezer, St John’s-rd, Hoxton. Ironmonger. Dec 7 at 
3, “se offices of Appleby , Wright & Cr owther, Sonthampton-st, Blooms- 


nue Thos, & Fredk Thos Reeve, ee bags one S og rd, Boot Manu- 
factarers. Dec 5 at 2, at office of W. G. Brighten, Bishopsgate-st 

ou’ 

Sampson, Paul, Hythe, Kent, Boot Maker. Dec 7 at 12, at offices of J. 

, Allen, Carlisle-st, Soho. 

Sewell, Edward, & Joanna Rutt Metcalfe, Ipswicl , Suffolk, Cheese Fac- 
to ors, Dec 6, “at offices of E. Bromley, ‘Bed ford-row. Notcutt, 

Shaddick, John Jas, Newport, Devon, Builder. Dec 1 at 11, at effices. 

of J. A. Thorne, Cross-st, Barnstaple. 

Po Nathaniel Wells, Bristol, Wholesale Druggist. Dec 1 at 2,at 
Offices of Matthews & Greetham, Bedford-row. Lloyd, Bath. 

Smallwood, Josiah, Balsall;Heath, Woscester, Builder. Dec 5 at 3, at 
offices of J. Rowlands, Ann-st, Birm. 

Smethurst, John Windsor, Manch; Tailor. Dec 9 at 3,30, at offices of 
Boote & Edgar, George-st, Manch. 

Spooner, Alfred Ernest, Newlyn East, Cornwall, Clerk » Holy Orders. 
Dec 3 at 2, at offices of J. T. Trevena, Princes-st, Tru: 

Thomas, Jesse, Rhosddu, Denbigh, Grocer. Dec 3 at 12, “at office of a. 
Jones, Henblas-st, Wrexham. 

ss Bee High Plover, Chester, ye ne Dec 16 at 3, at 

of Rylance, Essex-st, Manch. Evans, 

Thresher, Thos Swinfen, & Thos Hy Thresher, King-st West, Hammer- 
smith, Pawnbrokers. Dec 7 at 3, at offices of Foreman & Cooper, 
Gresham-st. Mason, Gresham-st. 

Tomlin, Tom, Leicester, Cutler. Dec 5 at 11,at offices of Marris & Son, 
Friar-lane, Leicester. Petty. 

Ward, Edwd, Hampstead-rd, Greengrocer. Dec 5 at 12, at offices of H. 
M. Daniel, *Rolls-chambers, Chancery-lane. 

Welch, Harriett Gilby (otherwise Meree r), Heathcote-st, Mecklenburg- 
8q, no occupation. Dec 7 at 3, at office of Mussabini, Basinghall-st. 
Westcott, Geo, Saltash, Cornwall, Shi pbuilder. Dec 8 at 11, at offices 

of Elworthy,. Cartis & Dawe, Courtenay-st, Plymouth. 

Williams, Hy, Tipton, Stafford, Fire Brick Manufacturer. Dec 3 at il, 
at the Dudley Arms Hotel, Market-pl, Dudley. Ebsworth. 

Williams, Wm, Merthyr Tydfil, Glamorgan, Butcher. Dec 5 at 11, at 
the County Court Office, Merthyr Tydfil. Rosser, Aberdare. 








CASES TO HOLD THE NUMBERS 


OF THE 
SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL 
CAN BE HAD AT THE OFFICE, 

OR THROUGH ANY BOOKSELLER, 


Price, 3s. 6d. and 7s. 6d. 





i ; RESHAM LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
37, OLD JEWRY, LONDON, E.C. 
SOLICITORS are invited to introduce, on behalf of their clients, Pro- 
posals for Loans on Freehold or Leasehold Property, Reversions, Life 
, or other ad te secu 
Ri may be made in the first instance according to the following. 
rm —- 


Date...... 

Introduced hy (state name and address of solicitor) 

Amount required £ 

Time and mode of repayment (i.e., whether for a term certain, or bp 


annualor other paymenis 
oe ‘state shorily the particulars of security, and, if land or buiid- 
ings, state the net annual income). 
_, State what tire Policy (if any) is proposed to be effected w th the 
Office in c tion with the security. 
By = of the Board, 
F. ALLAN CURTIS, Actuary and Secretary. 





Proposat ror LOAN oN MortTGAcES. 








BILLS OF COMPLAINT. 
WENTY PER CENT. DISOOUNT for CASH.— 
BILLS of COMPLAINT, 5/6 per page, 20 copies, subject to a 
Discount of 20 a cent. for cash ; being at the rate net of 46 per page 
—a lower charge than has hitherto been offered by the trade. 
Yarrs & AcExanper, Printers, Symonds-inn, Chaneery-lane. 


RINTING of EVERY DESCRIPTION, Plain 
and Ornamental—Newspapers, po Pamphlets, > env 

Circulars, &c.—with promptitude and at moderate charges, by 

Yarss & ALexanper, Symonds-inn (and Church-passage), Chancery- 











In one volume, crown 8vo, price 3s, 


A TREATISE ON ae BNGLISH LAW OF 
DOMICIL. Dedicated, b to Vice-Chancellor Six 


Richard Torin Kindersley. By OL VER  STRPHEN ROUND, of Lin- 
¢coln’s-inu, Barrister-at-Law, 





Pearson, Wm Chas, Lane's Hotel, St “Aan , Piccadilly, no ocoupa- 
tion, ‘Dec 9 at 2, at offices of of Ladbury, Collison & Viney, Lewis & 
Lewis, Ely-pl, Holborn. 





London: 12, Cook’s-court, Carey-street, W.C. 
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ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON & FARMER'S 
as of ESTATES and HOUSES to be SOLD or LET, including 
tes, Town and eee Hunting i Seane on 
Pent ig Ground Rents, Ren' 
Investments generally, is published on the first be lay of each month, 
and may be obtained, free of ch , at their offi 80, Cheapside, E.C., 
or will be sent by post in return for two stamps.— Particulars for inser- 
tion should be received not later than four days previous tothe end 
of the preceding month. 


To Capitalists, Builders, and Others. 


OR SALE by TENDER, on TUESDAY, NO- 
VEMBER 29th, 1870 Gees, will be o nt at Twelve o'clock), 
at the OFFICES of Messrs. DIGBY, SHA & LARGE, Solicitors, 
13, Clement’s-lane, Lombard-street, City, a valuable FREEHOLD 
ESTATE, Led ee and land tax redeemed, seven and a-half miles south 
of the Ci the high road, within easy access of three railway stations. 
to the Ci + ond West-end, comprising over sixty acres of und! 
and pict ue building having about three miles of fron to 





| ggreemped GROUND RENTS, > secured Bx sar 
really good property at Hackney, yielding a r abou 
eight times the po nr of the ground rent. The total income for sale 
is £420 per annum—for this £8,400 would be taken from one buyer, 
thus paying a clear 5 per cent., but in the event of a sub-division and a 
sale in lots a slightly increased price will be expected. The investment 
is well deserving the attention of trustees.—Messrs, Desemnam, TEWSON 
& Farmer, 80, Cheapside. (16,587.) 


ESSRS. CADLE & BUBB’S HOUSE and 
i ESTATE REGISTER of town and country residences, shooting 
and fishing quarters, can be obtained on the Ist of each month on ap 
plication at the West Midland and South Wales Land Improvementand- 
Agency Offices, 52, Chancery-lane, London, E.C., and Clarence-street, 
Gloucester. 


[2VESIMENTS i in LAND, HOUSE PROPERTY, 

GROUND-RENTS, &c.—Messrs. ST. QUINTIN & NOTLEY’S 
printed List of PROPERTIES for SALE by PRIVATE CONTRACT 
may be obtained gratis and post free. The December List is now under 
revision, and particulars can be received up to the 27th mrceeeteaiient 
Royal Exchange, E.C. 


ITY of LONDON FREEHOLD for SALE, to 

pay Six per cent.—A large newly built WAREHOUSE, let on 

lease at £300 per annum, to be increased after seven years. Price £500. 

The situation vs is undeniable.—Apply to Messrs. St. Quintin & NotLEr, 
27, Royal Exchange. 


ITY of LONDON.—First-class LEASEHOLD 

WAREHOUSE PROPERTY, to pay Seven per cent., situate in 

the heart of the Colonial Market, and producing a net income of £650 

perannum, A fine investment for capitalists and trustees.—Apply to 
Messrs. St. Quintin & Norier, 27, Royal Exchange. 


ITY of LONDON.—To be SOLD, an important 
FREEHOLD ESTATE, having an area of 8,000ft. in Bishopsgate- 
street Within, three minutes’ walk from the of England. It is now 
oe by three old shops and a warehouse, and offers a fine site for an 
office. Building plans and particulars to be had of Messrs. St. QuinTIN 

& Nutter, 27, Royal Exchange. 























Ground Rent of £110 per annum. 
R. W. "THOMPSON will SELL by AUCTION, 
at GARRAWAY’S, Change-alley, Cornhill, on WEDNESDAY, 

the 14th of DECEMBER next, at ONE o’clock precisely, an important 
FREEHOLD GROUND KENT, amoanting to £110 per annum, arising 
from and abundantly secured on that fully licensed property known as 
the Red House Tavern, newly builtin a most substantial manner, an 
being No. 19, Park-road, St. John’s-wood, adjoining the Metropolitan 
Railway Station. 

May be viewed and particulars had at Garraway’s ; and of Mr. W. 
ee Auctioneer and Brewery agent, 4, King’s-road, Bedford- 
row 





Valuable Improved Ground Rents, amounting to £143 per annum, se- 
cured upon five large warehouses in South wark-street, the rack rental 
value of which exceeds £1,700 per annum. 

R. G. C. EDWARDS is instructed a SELL. b 
pt AUCTION, at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, on 

16, at ONE for TWO, in Five Lots, valuable I PROVED I LEASEHOLD 

GROUND RENTS, amounting to ‘2143 annum, arising out of and 

abundantiy secared upon five large warehouses, situate in best part 

of that important new thoroughfare Southwark-street, the rack rental 
value of which exceeds £1,700 per annum. The leases are for terms of 

80 years, from March 25t Sth, 1 
Particalars and conditions of sale (when ready) may be obtained at 

the nd of 


C. R. RANDALL & SON, Solicitors, No. 9, Tokenhouse- 
yard, E.C.; 
ond at the "auctioneer’s Offices, 18, Coleman-street, Bank. 


Leadenhall-street.—A Freehold Property, producing £120 annum, 
with early reversion to a much lar, lange rental cag : 
1 ESSks. SCOBELL & JENKINSON will SELL, 
at the an na on a SEDERODAS. DECEMBER 14, at ON 
senstyaity (by order of the Trustees of the late Mr. Wm. Levefer), the 
substantial feREBOLD BUSINESS PREMISES, No. 110, Leadenall- 
ich urey ior eased iB pres" kay toe So 
5 very low ren he 
mission of the tenant. eas ied sarees: of x 


Particulars may be had 
—— ee 2, Tankinsox & SON, Solicitors, 1, Corbet-court, 


rch-street ; 
at the erg and at the Auctioneers’ offices, 36, Walbrook, E.C. 


UTHORS ADVISED WITH as to the Cost of 
om and Publishing, and the Cheapest Mode of Bringing 


Varvs & ALuxaspen, Printers, 7, Symonds-inn, Chancery-lane 











roads, whichhave ow a width of sixty feet. There isa 
te of ornamental trees and shrubs on the estate. 

Forms of Tender, with plans and cards to view, may be had at the 
Offices of Messrs. DIGBY. SHARP & LARGE, Solicitors, as above. 


The Companies Acts, 1862 & 1867. 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the shortest notice. 


The BOOKS AND FORMS kept in stock for immediate use 
MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION speedily Ep 
in the proper form for registration and distribution. SHARE CER- 
TIFICATES engraved and printed. OFFICIAL SEALS designed 
and executed. No } wg for sketches. Companies Fee Stamps. 
Railway Registration Forms. 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 
ASH & FLINT, 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c., 49, Fleet- 
street, London, E.C. (corner of Serjeants’-inn). 

















STRINGENT LOZENGES OF THE RED 

GUM OF AUSTRALIA.—For Relaxed Throat, in Bottles, 2s. 
MURIATE OF AMMONIA LOZENGES. 

Useful for Bronchitis, by eoaeeing the phlegm and 

eaten ° violent fits of coughing 

P.& P. W. IRE, 
Chemists on the Establishment in Ordinary to 
THE QUEEN. 


Gazetted August 8th, 1837—December i 1867.) 
277, OXFORD STREET, LONDON. 


In Bottles, 2s, 





Ome CRYSTAL, | GLASS CHANDELIERS - 


CHANDELEIS oN BRONZE AND. ‘ORMOLU. 
Moderator Lamps, and Lamps for India. 
LON DON— Show ‘nn 45, OXFORD-STREET, W. 
BIRMINGHAM —Manufactory and Show Rooms, Broad-street. 





ESTABLISHED A.D. 1700. 


NURNISH YOUR HOUSE at DEANE’S 
ILLUSTRATED CATALOGUE, 
With Priced Furnishing List, Gratis and Post Free. 
DEANE’S—Celebrated sae Cutlery, ever: be ge J of style and finish. 
DEANE’S—Electro- ns and Forks, best manufacture. 
’ 
and Hot Water Dishes, Covers in Sets, from 18s. 
eae fg bin Py ony Tea Trays, in Sets, from 21s. , newest patterns. 
S—Bronzed Tea and Coffee Urns, with Patent Improvements. 
Coeper aut Dame Brass Goods, Kettles, Stew and Preserving Pans. 
S—M r and Rock Oil Lamps, a large and handsomestock. 
DEANE’S—Domestic Baths for every p . Bat fitted complete. 
DEANE’8—Fenders and Fire-irons, in all modern and approved patterns. 
DEANE’S—Bedsteads, in Iron and Brass. Bedding of superior quality. 
DEANE’S—Register Stoves, London-made Kitcheners, Ranges, &c 
DEANE’S—Cornices and Cornice Poles, a great variety of patterns. 
DEANE’S—Tin and Japan — Iron Ware, 
rnery, Brushes, Mats, &c., strong and serviceable. 
DEAN E’S—Horticultural Torley late Mowers, — Rollers, &e. 
DEANE’S—Gas Chandeliers, Newly designed Pa 
A discount of five per cent. for cash ponent oy wre £2 and upwards. 


DEANE & Co., 46 (King William-strect), LONDON-BRIDGE. 


L IEBIG COMPANY’S EXTRACT OF MEAT. 
FOUR GOLD MEDALS, 
Cavtron.~- Require Pee Liebig’s signature on every Jar and Tin. 
5b, Tins supplied in enormons quantities to both French and German 
Ta gla ld, and this size specially recommended to Relief Com- 








HE LAW OF TRADE MARKS, with . some 
account of its History and Development in the Decisions of the. 
Courts of fam om and Equity. "By EDWARD itorp, Esq., of Lincoln’s- 
inn, Bar w. Price 3s. 
“lam parr bted to the very valuable _“ publication of Mr. Liosd,. 
who has collected all the authorities on this subject.”"—V.C, Woon, in 
** McAndrew y. Bassett,” March 4, 


12, Cook’s-court, Carey-street, W.C. 


OYAL POLY TECHNIC,—Professor 
New Entertainment ‘‘ON THE W. AND THE ee fiv0- 
TIVE IMPLEMENTS USED mye | "daily at quarter to Sand 8, 
a elaborate Pictorial - fo ve been supplied by the 


 Correrreorons it of th er Fri teal 
piched PR mre VAMILY six in number and Mr. Suche 
will sing the GERMAN, FRENCH, AND ENGLISH PATRIO NIC. 
SONGS.—The Explanation of the GHOST as usual, 
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